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The County Profile 
County Profile Sheets are included for use in making a profile of 
factors for any one county along with the changes that have occurred 
between two decennial census periods. These are designed for helping the 
reader to understand the trends in his own county. It should be helpful 
in community d:evelopment and program planning.· 
General 
The data presented in this publication are prepared under the Rural 
Sociology Population Research Project, Hatch 8~, the Department of 
Agricultural Economics and Rural Sociology of the Ohio Agricultural 
Experiment Station. 
The population data came from the 1960 Censuses of Population 
Advance Reports, Final Po-pulation dcunt,. Ohio, PC (.Aa.)-37. The 
agricultural data are from Preliminary Reports of the 1959 Census of 
;Agriculture (20-001) Series AC 59-1. .Analysis of census data into 
percentages and rankings by counties was made to make the data useful 
for local analysis. 
Other supplementary Ohio Agricultural Experiment Station publications 
are: Research Bulletin 737 - Rural-Urban Population Change and Migration 
in Ohio, 1940-1950. 
Mimeograph Bulletin .AD 248 - Comparative Population Agricultural 
ana Industrial Data for Ohio Counties, 1940-1950. 
Mimeograph Bulletin AE 304 - Characteristics of the Population, 
Housing, and Agriculture in Ohio. 
Acknowledgment for providing information should be made to the Bureau 
of the Census, U.S. Department of Commerce, and the Technical Committee on 
Po:pulation Research, NC-18, of the North Central Regional Agricultural 
F.x:periment Stations. 
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1960 CHANGES IN POPULATION AND AGRICULTURE IN OHIO 
.AND THEIR IMPLICATIONS 
Wade H. Andrews 
POPULA'I'ION TRENDS 
The State 
Population in Ohio has been increasing substantially. The 1960 
population of 9,706,397, shown in Table.1, represents an increase of 
l,759,770 or 22.1 percent over 1950. This is the largest numerical 
gain in the State's history as well as being the highest percentage 
increase over the previous decade since the census of 1850. rniio has 
never lost population. 
Population growth was not equally distributed to all parts o:tthe 
State. As can be seen in Figure 1, those counties that contained or 
were near to large cities received the bulk of the increase, while in 
general the most rural areas made small gains or lost population.l 
All counties losing population in 1960 are in the southeast part 
of the State while those with the highest percent of increase were in 
the northeast, central, and southwest. 
The Megalopolis-Urban Pattern 
The term megalopolis has been used to identify huge population 
complexes covering large areas where density of population is at or 
near urban concentrations. Such a complex is now appearing across the 
1For changes since 1910, see W.H. Andrews and E.M. Westerkamm, Ru.ral-Urban 
Population Change and 1Migration In Ohio, 1940-1950, Ohio Agricultural 
Experiment Stati"on Research Bulletin 737. Another useful data handbook 
for Ohio 1950, 1954 data is Wade H. Andrews, Characteristics of The 
Population, Housing, ,and Agriculture In Ohio, Mimeo Bulletin A.E. 304, 
Ohio Agricultural Experiment Station, Wooster, Ohio, 1959. 
fi,yre 1 
FER CENT CHANGE IN OHIO I-OPULATION, 1950 to 1960 
Gain of State average. 
or more 
Gain ~fa;:•=v:::~. ;tttitfi 
Loss 
State average •.•• +22.1% 
-3-
north end of the State, as shown in Figure 2, and is rather well develop-
ed from Buffalo, New York, to Cleveland, Detroit, and Chicago. 
Under present conditions, the large central cities that do not 
annex new territory seem to have reached a saturation point for 
population growth. With the exception of Columbus, the other larger 
cities in the State either remained about stable with very small 
increases or actually lost population. This was also true generally 
all across the United States. Of course, Columbus, which is the only 
large city that did grow extensively in Ohio, owes its growth almost 
entirely to annexation. Actually, city boundaries have little or no 
meaning to population growth, particularly growth by migration. What 
appears to have the most meaning in choosing an area to live is the 
relative location of centers of econcmic production or other places of 
work, and their accessibility to the worker~. With flexible transportation, 
people may be many miles from the central city; in fact, the real 
community may extend many miles beyond city boundaries. Figure 3 shows 
the pattern of urban growth in the counties of the State. 
New super highways new being completed will undoubtedly serve to 
spread the residential areas of large centers far beyond the present 
patterns. These will likely become long prongs of urban settlement 
extending out from the economic centers. 
Growth in Fring~ Areas 
Fringe areas are those areas adjacent to large cities. The urban 
fringe includes suburban towns and other heavily-populated areas nearest 
the city. The rural fringe refers to those areas that are largely open-
country farm areas but have rural .ncnfarm population interspersed with 
the farms. 
4 
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The fringe areas grew far more rapidly than the large central 
cities. This is shown from the following gains and losses for cities 
over 100,000 population and the rest of the counties in which they are 
located. 
City Remainder ofCounty 
Cleveland -4.2 percent •••••••••• Cuyahoga +62.6 percent 
Columbus +25.4 percent ••••.•••• Franklin -t-66.o percent 
Cincinnati -0.3 percent ••••••.•• Hamilton +64.4 percent 
Toledo -4.7 percant ••••••••••••• Lucas +51.1 percent 
Youngstown -1.0 percent .•••••••• Mahoning +49.7 percent 
Dayton +7.6 percent ••••••••••••• Montgomery +71.3 percent 
Canton -2.8 percent ••••••••••••• Stark +36.3 percent 
.Akron +5.7 percent •••••••••••••• Summit +64.8 percent 
If we also consider counties contiguous to the large cities, the 
effect of the large centers may also be seen on the areas beyond. the 
county in which they are located. Figure 1 and the data in Table 1 
show the large percent of growth in these counties. Phenomenal growth 
is shown in Lake, Geauga, Medina, and Lorain Counties which border the 
Cleveland area. In the south, Clermont, Warren, Butler, and Green show 
rapid growth in relation to the Cincinnati-Dayton complex. Although 
their growth is more moderate, the counties around Columbus also show 
the effect of the larger center. 
Rural Population 
The great new pattern of population change is in rural areas, and 
involves two elements: first, the mass movement of urban residents out 
into the rural fringe; and second, the rapid reduction in the farm 
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population. Rural population includes both farm and rural nohfaiin 
residents in places under 2,500 and in the open country. No specific 
data are yet available on the farm population as such from the 1960 
census. However, expected in the next census is a forseeable leveling 
off which will occur in farm migration. The farm population is now 
reaching a point where it can no longer provide the large numbers to the 
cities that it has in the past. 
The total rural population of the State increased by 9.4 percent, using 
the 1950, or new definition of rural and urban. Since the farm population 
has been sharply decreasing, this increase is due entirely to the growth 
of nonfarm people in open-country or rural areas, and places under 2,500. 
Again, because of the decrease in farm population, the amount of the in-
crease of rural nt:1.oisfa:rm people is not fully shown in Figure 4. In 
addition, many fringe places, once rural, have in the past decade become 
urban; and some have even grown to become cities. The pattern of change 
shown in Figure 4 coincides with the patterns of total growth, and shows 
the highest proportions of increase in those counties contiguous to counties 
where large cities are located. This part of the megalopolis pattern dem-
onstrates the impact of the new rural fringe development, because much of 
this growth is in relatively open-country areas rather than in villages. 
New highways will extend and increase this rural nonfarm residence pattern. 
AE may also be noted from Figure 4, two ~y:pes of areas show a loss 
in rural population. One of these areas is that group of counties which 
includes large urban populations • Such counties lost total rural pop-
ulation because many places that were formerly rural have become urbanized 
places due to their growth. 
The second ty:pe of area to lose rural population is the most rural 
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part of the State. .Although a substantial number of these cainties are 
in the southeastern part of the State where heavy out-migration has 
occurred} we find in Figure 4 that several rural counties in the western 
side of Ohio have also lost rural population. Changing patterns in ag-
riculture and the reduction in number of farms and farm people account 
for this loss. 
Areas on the map showing moderate increases in rural population are 
due to growth in the number of rural nonfarm people. 'Ihese are either 
counties with substantial urban population still containing considerable 
rural areas to fill up (such as the third tier of counties from the large 
metropolitan cities), or are counties that are slowly growing from rural 
to urban and are developing a more urban character in themselves. 
Figure 5 shows the proportion of rural population in each county. 
T.his indicates the degree of rurality or urbanity of the State} that is, 
the proportion of people who reside in places above or below 2,500 or in 
unincorporated but urbanized sections around metropolitan areas. 
The population of 56 of Ohio's 88 counties is still over half rural, 
that is, over ralf of the people live in the open country or in small 
villages under 2,500. Table 4 shows the rank order of all counties for 
1950 and 1960; and as most counties tended to decrease in rurality, it 
shows the urbanizing xrends. 
The importance, however, of the essentially rural character of much 
of the State is shown in the fact that in 66 of the counties of the State 
the largest city is less than 25,000, and in 35 counties the largest city 
is less than 10,000 population. These small cities are closely related to 
the agricultural industry of their areas. For the State, 54.2 percent of 
the population is ~ound in places under 25,000. 
/ 
Figure 4 
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MIGRATION 
Migration of population from one place to another has probably 
become the population problem of most significance, with the possible 
exception of the changes in births and death rates. The continuous 
movement of large numbers of people has become characteristic of .American 
life. Several tY,Pes of mcve~ent are occurring. The tY,Pes of migration 
that are of significance for Ohio include inter-regional migration, 
particularly from South to North; interstate, such as Pennsylvania, 
Michigan, West Virginia, Kentucky and Indiana; intra-state; urban to 
urban; urban to rural; and rural to urban. 
Ohio has had a somewhat smaller proportion of migrants than other 
states. As Thompson shows, the 1940 census question dealing with migra-
tion over a five-year period showed 10.7 percent of the State population 
2 
had moved, whereas it was 12.0 percent for the United States. The 1950 
census question on migration dealt with only a one-year period, April 1, 
1959 to April 1, 1960. However, the pattern was similar. In 1950 fifteen 
percent of the residents of Ohio lived in a house different than one year 
previously; for the United States, 16.8 percent had moved. Reports for 
1960 show nearly one-fifth of the people of the United States moved; 
however, data are not yet available on household movement for the State. 
But movement has increased its tempo substantially, as shown by the large 
numbers of migrants that have swelled the population of the State. 
The State and Net Migration 
Ohio is growing at a more rapid rate than would occur by natural 
increase alone. Natural increase, or the difference between the number of 
births and the number of deaths, shown in Table 5, totaled 1,348,438 
2Warren s. Thompson, Migration Within Ohio, 1935-40, Scripps Foundation 
for Research in Population Problems, Miami University, 1951. 
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persons for the decade 1950 to 1960. Total increase in the population of 
the State, however, was 1,759,770. The difference of 411,332, or 5.2 
percent of the total population, is a net increase due to more people 
. . 
coming to Ohio to reside than are moving away. This, of course, does not 
indicate all of those who moved in and nut of the State during the decade. 
For the decade, the 5.2 percent rate of growth through net migration is 
somewhat higher from 1950 to 1960 than the 1940 to 1950 rate of'3.5 per-
3 
cent for the State. 
The Counties and Net Migration 
When we look at individual counties in Table 5, we find that exactly 
half, or 44 of the counties, had a gain from net migration, and half 
had a loss. A loss in net migration means that the area did not have an 
increase equal to its natural increase. That is, it may have gained in 
population; but the gain was less than the natural increase for the decade. 
For example, Williams County had a natural increase of 3,840; its population 
growth was 3,766, or 74 less than what it would have grown by natural in-
crease i'f all had remained in the county. Thus, Williams County had a net 
loss of 74. 
But considering the percent tota.J. population increase coming from net 
migration during the decade, Lake with 66.3, Clermont with 66.2 and Geauga 
with 53.2 percent were far out in front and illustrate the impact of urban 
to rural migration. 
Population Density 
Population densdty shows the pattern of concentration of population 
in relatinn to the geographic location. Table 6 gives the average density 
3wade H • .Andrews and E.M. Westerkamm, op.cit., p. 36. 
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of people per square mile for the State as a whole. This showed a sub-
stantial increase; for 1960 it was 236.7 while 1950 density was 193.8. 
Figure 6 shows that the heavy concentrations occur in the expected 
areas where large cities are located. There is a wide gap, however, 
between these large centers and most of the other counties of the State, 
showing the high degree of urbanization appearing in relatively few areas. 
SOCIAL .ADJUSTMENT .AND THE CHANGING FARM PICTURE 
Changes in Farm Land 
.Agriculture is undergoing major social, economic, and technological 
changes in Ohio. Evidence of the rapid adjustments being made is clearly 
seen in the patterns of land use and population related to the land. These 
changes constitute push and pull forces affecting the movement of the farm 
population. 
Land in farms in the State has decreased by 2,462,615 acres, or 11.7 
percent from 1950 to 1959. This land has gone into such uses as highways, 
industry, mining, commercial and residential sites, and in some poor farm-
ing areas it has been left idle and the people have moved away. 
In Table 7 those counties ranking highest in acres of land removed 
from farming are largely found in the southeast and northeast parts of the 
State except for a few in highly suburbanized areas. 
Number of Farms 
Changes in number and size of farms are indicative of major adjustments 
in manpower and population in agriculture. Number of farms as reported by 
the 1959 Censusdf'Agriculture showed a reduction of 59,006 farms since 
1950. This reduction must be qualified by the fact that the definition 
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of a farm was changed between the two censuses. It is noted that the 
Census Bureau figures a loss of 7,017 farms, or 3.96 percent of the 
overall reduction from 1954 to 1959, is due to this change in definition. 
The remaining 51,989 is still a significant proportion of the State's 
farms. Some of the major adjustments going on in agriculture including 
thosecf surplus manpower, underemployment, and adjustment in size of 
the farm operation are evidenced in the reduction in number of farms. 
This reduction from 199,359 to 140,353, or 29.6 percent, is comparable to 
the national reduction of 31.2 percent. 
In Figure 7, we see that the areas where the greatest reduction in 
number of farms took place are generally in urban industrial areas. However, 
second highest areas are in the hill and strip mine areas of the southeast 
where farm land has been the poorest and where much farm land has been 
abandoned. 
Size Changes 
A further maj'or adjustment ai'fecting population in agriculture is 
occurring in the changing size of the farm operation. 
The size of the farm population is rapidly becoming directly assoc-
iated.with the size of farms. Farms have been growing in size for several 
decades. This growth has increased most rapidly in the past ten years. 
In 1940 the average size of farms in the State was 93.7 acres, in 1950 
this was 105.2, in 1954 it was 112.9, and by 1960 the figure had jumped to 
131.9. The rapid increase in average size coincided with· the large decrea-
ses in number of farms, showing the trend toward consolidation of smaller 
farms into larger units. 
In general, this change indicates a trend toward stronger economic 
units with the probability of more farm income and higher levels of living 
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for those farm families remaining. 
T'nis trend is expected to continue. Economists have recently 
estimated that farms could yet be efficiently enlarged about twice the 
present average size with the consequent reduction of about half the present 
4 
manpower employed in agriculture. Such a change, they say, would streng-
then the economic base of agriculture and farm families which in turn would 
strengthen the related communities. However, as indicated earlier, the 
number of farm people affected will not be as large as in the past, because 
of past large reductions. 
AB shown in Figure 9, most of the counties with larger farms tended 
to be in the west central part of the State, while most northeast counties 
have smaller farms. Other than this, however, counties tend to vary 
rather widely over the State. 
In all counties there was an increase in the average size. 
Small farms under ten acres show a large reduction over the decade. 
Part of this was due to the change in definition. In 1950, 9.4 percent 
of all farms in the State were under ten acres. Table 10 shows there were 
only 5.1 percent in 1959. This change paralleled that for the nation 
where there was a reduction of 50 percent between 1954 and 1959. 
For farms 10 to 49 acres the change is also of large proportions. 
In 1950 there were 22.1 percent of the farms of the State in this category. 
In 1959 this percentage was reduced to 11.6 percent. 
The small farm categories account for 39 ,.225, or 66 .4 percent of the 
total reduction in number of farms. This shaking down of the smaller farms 
4Mervin G. Smith, 11Modifications In Farm Policies AB Related to Mobility 
Needs In Agriculture 11 , a paper presented at Conference on Labor Mobility 
and Population in Agriculture, Ames, Iowa, 1960. 
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is significant for trends in the rural developnent program and other 
problems of low-income farming. 
One caution must be mentioned in interpretation of the number of 
farms in different parts of the State. In the glaciated area a much 
higher proportion of the land in farms is usable for cropland than in 
the unglaciated area. 
There is a growing trend toward large size farms, as shown in Table 
ll, although this includes relatively few farms. For farms 500 to 999 
acres there is a change from 1,421, or 0.7 percent in 1950,to 2,216 or 
1.6 percent in 1959. There were only 188 farms of 1,000 acres or more 
in the State in 1950, or 0.1 percent; in 1959 this increased to 281, or 
0.2 percent. 
Thus, farms in Ohio are still very largely in the moderate-sized 
family-farm category. Large farms, however, produce a much larger 
proportion of the total product than their proportion of the number of 
farms would indicate. 
Proportion of Land in Farms 
A slowly reducing trend for the State is visable in the pro~ortion of 
land in farms. Pis shown in Table 12, the percent of land in farms has 
gone down from 79.9 percent in 1950 to 70.6 percent in 1959. Figure 8 
shows that the urbanized and rather rolling area of the northeast and the 
hilly wcoded areas of the southeast have the smallest proportions of land 
in farm use. The corn belt counties of Western Ohio and the north central 
counties are still very largely farm land. Other areas with under 60 
percent agricultural uses are the large - city-centered areas of Franklin, 
Montgomery, and Hamilton Counties. 
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It should be added, however, that in relation to supporting the 
growing population, the productivity of the land has been increasing and 
is estimated to be still far below possible production. 
Commercial Farms 
Commercial farming is the core of full-time professional farming. 
Trends in these farms are indicativ.e of the patterns of changes in farming 
as an occupation. 
Tables 13 and 14 show trends in commercial farms for the State. How-
ever, real comparisons with earlier censues: were not possible because of 
5 
important changes in definitions. A reduction in number of commercial 
farms may be expected, however, since the total number of farms is less. 
The percentage of farms that are classified as commercial is shown in 
Table 14. For 1959, 60.6 percent of the farms in the State were so 
classified. 
The counties show a clear pattern of difference between areas of the 
State with regard to percent of farms that are commercial farms, Figure 10. 
With the exception of Holmes and Wayne Counties, all of the counties in 
the first one-fourth and second one-fourth, or highest half, were in the 
northwest and western part of the State. Of the area with the lowest 
5rn 1950 and 1954 commercial farms were defined as those with a value of 
sales of farm products amounting to 1,200 dollars or more. Some were 
included with sales as low as 250 dollars if the farmer worked less than 
100 days off the farm, or if the ncnfarm income of the family was less 
than that from the farm. In 1959, however, this definition was changed 
to include sales as low as 50 dollars, but the upper limits of the categ-
ory of part-time farmers was extended from 1,100 dollars to 2,400 if they 
worked off the farm 100 or more days; in addition, a new category was 
included removing from the commercial classification those farmers who 
were in part-retirement, that is, operators over 65 years of age with 
sales 50 to 2,400 dollars. 
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percentages of commercial farms or lowest fourth, all were in the southern 
and eastern counties. 
Changes in Part-TillB Farming 
One of the rapidly growing social changes in the farming occupation 
is that of mixing farming with more than one job. Part-time farming is 
described as farming where the individual operating a farm is also employed 
at nonfarm work or working some time during the year on a farm belonging 
6 
to someone else. 
There was an increase shown in Table 15 in the percentage of farmers 
that reported working off the farm at least sometime during the year, from 
44.5 percent for 1950 to 51.2 percent in 1960. 
For a measure of the trends in part-time farming where off-farm work 
is a significant part of the farmer's time, we turn to Table 16. Going 
back two decades the 1940 figure was 21.3 percent. In 1950 it had climbed 
to 31.5. This increased to 37.1 percent in 1954 where it seemed to level 
off at 38 percent in 1959· However, this change in the trend is likely 
related to the change in definition of farm for the 1959 census. The 
removal of many very small farms due to the change in the definition 
probably accounts for much of the pattern of leveling off in the 1959 
Census of Agriculture. The increase in proportion of part-time farming 
coinciding with the rapid decrease in number of farms, increasing size of 
farms, and fewer farm people, indicate that a great deal of adjustment 
could occur in farm employment even yet. Some of this adjustment will 
occur rather rapidly where job opportunities improve in poorer farming 
areas. Others, however, may take a long time where the farm operation is 
6For a discussion of part-time farming see William A. Wayt, H.R. Moore, 
and C.H. Hillman, Some Economic and Social Aspects of Part-Time Farming 
in Ohio, Ohio Agricultural Experiment Station Research Bulletin 775. 
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profitable and both occupations are manageable. 
In looking at the variation over the State, shown in Figure 11, 
it is clear that the counties with the highest proportions of farmers who 
work 100 or more days off the farm fall in the east and southeastern counties. 
Only a few southwestern counties fell in the upper half. In general, the 
better agricultural counties that were also somewhat remote from the 
larger cities found the farmers occupied more fully with their work; where-
as the poorer farm areas, even though rather remote from large cities, had 
larger proportions doing of'f'-farm work. 
The importance for the farm family of income sources other than 
the farm may be sean in Table 17. In 1949, 32.9 percent of the farmers in 
the State reported more than half of the total family income from sources 
other than their farms. By 1959 this had increased to 42.6 percent of 
the farmers. This increase occurred in spite of the fact that the new 
definition reduced the numbers of small farmers. 
Such information indicates that farmers and members of their families 
are an integrated part of the labor force in other fields as well as 
agriculture, and that the farmer is a part of a new community where farm 
and . nonfarm occupations are intermingled to a high degree. Many of these 
farm people work in agricultural-related industries. 
AGE .AND TENANCY 
Farmers as an occupational $roup in Ohio are considerably older than 
those of most other groups of this ty:pe. This has been true for the last 
three census periods as shown in Table 18. The 1940 census re~~rted the 
average age of Ohio farmers to be 50.8 years; in postwar 1950 the average 
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age had gone down slightly to 49.9 percent. In 1954 and 1959, it was 50.6 
and 50.9 respectively. 
This means that a large proportion of farmers are in the older age 
groups. Indeed, Table 19 shows that 18.6 percent of the farmers of the 
State were over 65. Some· of the implications of the aging may be seen 
from applying the findings of other studies to this problem. 
In general, older farmers do not expand their production programs; 
they tend to be either just carrying on or cutting back somewhat. They 
are slow to adopt new practices, often feeling they don't need to. From 
the age structure it might be expected that many farming opportunities 
would become available for younger men. This is not occurring, however, 
because of the rapid expansion of farm size. Some older people are turning 
their land over to their sons, but many find that their children have grown 
up and have necessarily left the home area for nonfarm jobs, and are no 
longer interested in farming. These farms are then sold. Many go to 
enlarge other farms rather than to create the opportunity for another 
new farmer. 
The enlargement of farms in this way, however, means that this land 
is likely to go into aggressive, usually younger hands; and where the soil 
is good, this land may become even more productive as an agricultural unit, 
raising the standard of living of those remaining. 
In relation to the older age group in agriculture, we find two other 
matters of interest. The first is that the farm does provide a means for 
useful em.ployment for many old.er people. A second, however, indicates the 
very high proportion of the rural population that is in the older age 
group and, therefore, the greater problems of rural areas in relation to 
the aged populatiDn. 
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In viewing Figure 12, the variation over the State shows that 
southern and eastern counties have higher average ages than the western 
counties. This also seems to be true of farmers in the more heavily 
populated counties. Of the six counties with the highest average age, 
three are urban areas and three are very rural southeastern counties. 
Of the six with the lowest average age, five are northwestern rural 
counties and one is a rural northeastern county. 
For those 65 and over a similar pattern exist~ as shown in Figure 13. 
The south and east counties continue to have a larger share of those 65 
years of age and over. This: parallels previous census results and also 
indicates that those in the young adult age groups continue to be in 
proportionally fewer numbers in these areas. 
Farm Tenants, Owners and Managers 
Farm tenancy is the ownership or non-ownership status of farm 
operators. Ownership is at the highest point since the census began 
col1ecting data. Table 20 shows that 15.9 percent of the farm operators 
in the State were tenants, that is, non-owners, in 1959· There has been 
a small but consistent reduction in this percentage since 1950 when it 
was 17.9 percent. Tenants in 1940 were 26.3 percent of the fa:rm operators. 
The areas with the highest proportion of tenants, as shown by the county 
rankings, remain about the same in the State as a decade ago. 
Full ownership and part o·wnership of farms are shown in Tables 21 and 
22. A small proportionate decrease in full ownership is shown from 67.7 
percent in 1950 to 63.6 percent in 1960. That this tends to parallel the 
decrease in percent of tenants would seem to be contradictory until we 
examine Table 22, which shows that the number of part owners is increasing. 
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In 1950, 14.1 percent of the farmers were part owners, in 1959 this had 
increased to 20.2 percent. Indications are that the expansion in size 
of farms in recent years has involved an increasing amount of renting 
tracts of land as well as buying. 
Farm managers have always been a very small part of the total number 
of farm operators in Ohio, with Table 23 showing only 0.4 percent in 1959· 
However, there is a tendency for a slight increase. In 1950 there were 
0.36 percent, in 1954 it was 0.37 percent and in 1959 it had increased to 
o.4 percent. 
However, there has been a reduction in the actual number of farm 
operators who are managers as reported in the census. In 1940 there were 
1,198 reported, in 1950 there were 722, 1954 there were 661, and in 1959 
only 557 were reported. Since-th'e.::percentage of managers has increased, 
it means that the reduction in farm managers has been somewhat slower 
than other farmers • However, the reduction in numbers indicates that 
this type of operation is not assuming a growing role in agriculture in 
the State. 
Living Off the Farm 
Residence and farm operation are not always identical. As shown 
in Table 24, in 1959 almost 12 percent of those operating farms lived 
off those farms. Some change can be seen in the proportion of these 
operators from 1950 to 1959, but it is not kn.own what effect the change 
in definition of a farm may have bad on these data. It would appear, 
however, that there has been somewhat of a reduction in residence on 
farms, by farm operators. Figure 14 shows those counties with the highest 
and lowest degree of resident operators. Residence on the fa.rm is no doubt 
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related to increased mobility of farmers with better roads and automobiles, 
a possible decrease in the need for family labor and an increase in 
specialization of production such as cash grain rather than livestock or 
the use of e~uipment to handle livestock. 
FARM MECHANIZATION 
Fuel Costs and Tractors 
Some indication of the impact of modern technology on farm life may 
be seen by examining certain changes in the mechanization of farming 
activities. Only_a generation ago, horses were the main :power source. 
In the 1954 Census of Agriculture, $47,228,293 were reported spent 
on gasoline and other :petroleum fuel and oil in the State of Ohio by 
farmers. For 1959, Table 25 shows this figure had risen modestly to 
$50,349,549. These dollars are not adjusted for changes in prices and 
taxes; and because of the changes in the definition of a farm, it is 
difficult to tell the exact degree of increase. It is felt, however, that 
the effects of these two changes tend to cancel each other out to some 
extent. 
A definite pattern for the counties of the State is shown in Figure 
15. The western and central counties have the greatest expenditures for 
petroleum fuels, whereas the southeastern counties have the least. 
· .. Table 26 shows a change in the average dollars spent per acre of 
cropland harvested; in 1959 this figure had gone down to an average of 
$4.81 per acre. !rhe reduction, however, may be largely accounted for by 
the change in the tax law ~~I!l,ptifig farmers from federal tax on petroleum 
fuels. 
Tables 27, 28, 29 and 30 deal with the number of tractors on farms 
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in Ohio. 
Tables 27 and 28 show a steady and rapid increase in percent of farms 
with tractors of all types. By 1959, 85.5 percent of all farms reported 
having tractors. 
Tables 29 and 30 show the number of tractors exclusive of garden 
tractors, in relation to acres of total cropland and corpland harvested. 
There were 16.7 tractors per 1,000 acres of total cropland in 1950. For 
cropland harvested this ratio was 21.0 tractors per 1,000 acres in 1959, 
and only 15.4 for 1950. These figures demonstrate the continued mechaniza-
tion of farming in the State. 
When comparing counties in the State we find that some rather unexpec-
ted results appear. Figure 16 shows the northeastern and southeastern 
areas have the highest number of tractors per 1,000 acres of total crop-
land. In Figure 17, the number of tractors per 1,000 acres of cropland 
harvested shows a higher ratio in the southern and eastern counties where 
productivity is generally considerably less than in the western counties. 
In comparing the 1950 pattern of distribution, shown in Figure 18, 
with that of 1959 in Figure 17, there is a major shift from higher ratios 
of machinery in the northeastern to the higher ratios in the southeastern 
counties. 
The fact that the area of cropland in each farm in the southeast is 
much smaller is largely responsible for this ratio. A farmer with 100 
acres of land in Western Ohio likely has 80 to 90 acres in crops, whereas 
a farmer in southeast Ohio with 100 acres may have only 20 to 50 acres in 
crops. 
It should be noted that the dollars spent per acre for petroleum fuels 
is larger for the western farms than those of the southeast in spite of 
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the smaller ratios of tractors per acre. When all elements are considered, 
even though the number of tractors per acre is higher, their use would 
appear to be more intensive on western farms. Thus, mechanization as a 
part of agricultural technology would be more highly developed in the west. 
Transportation 
Motor trucks on farms have increased over the decade. Table 31 shows 
in 1950 there was 28.5 percent of the farms that reported having a truck, 
in 1954 there was 39 percent, and by 1959 it was 49.8 percent. 
The basic means of cozmnunication in rural areas is by road. Trans-
portation facilities for farmers have improved with regard to roads over 
the decade as shown in Table 32, where 58.3 percent of the farms reported 
being located on a hard-surfaced road in 1950, and 69.6 percent in 1959. 
Automobiles on farms have shown some interesting trends • First of 
aJ.1, as might be ex:pected, there has been an increase in the percentage of 
farms that have one or more automobiles from 81.9 percent in 1950 to 89.2 
percent in 1959. Nearly ll percent of the farms in the State in 1959 
reported no automobiles. The proportion of farmers w1 th autos in Ohio, 
however, was higher than for the United States. The 48 states had on1y 
63 percent in 1950 and 79.7 percent in 1959· , 
Along with the reduction in number of fa.EnS, ibere was a similar 
reduction in number of automobiles • The average number of autos per farm 
was 1.3 for 1950,.1954, and 1959. 
SOME IMPLICATIONS OF POPUli.ATION CHANGE 
Urcan Trends • Many important consequences appear to be ahead due to 
changes in po~ulaticn and agriculture. 
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The State of Ohio is expected to continue to grow rapidly from 
natural increases and migration. The estimated population for 1970, if 
it grows at the same rate as the past decade, will reach about 12 million 
people. It could easily be greater than that figure. 
The persistent pattern of decline of population in some areas will 
probably continue except for those places where new economic resources are 
developed. The ma.in growth of urbanized areas has been around those al.ready 
developed, and will continue to be so. But the rural fringe which already 
is assuming major nonfarm urban characteristics will likely spread 
far beyond present places and begin to link up the large cities. This 
has al.ready occurred in the Northeast and is in process in the area of 
Cincinnati and Dayton. This megalopolis type of regional city will grow 
if certain resources are available. 
Major resources necessary for such growth are first of all water, 
which is of primary importance and in some areas threatens to be in short 
supply, second transportation,and third industry and commerce. 
Highways to meet the needs of mass populations scattered over wide 
areas will no doubt be necessary. In addition, approximately four million 
teenage drivers per year will begin coming of age in 1962. These evidences, 
on top of the present crowded conditions, point toward a monumental cramm-
ing of highways such as has never before been seen. In the air the rela-
tively small size of a carrying unit requires so many airplanes that 
safety and cost are becoming prohibitive for the population of the future. 
These factors will likely require the development of new concepts of 
ground travel at high speeds both for general development and for national 
defense. 
Transportation of mass cargoes by land and water as well as rapid 
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easy movement of people are necessary for industria1 and commercial 
development. 
!Illus, it is becoming more and more apparent that fast mass trans-
portation on the ground will likely be needed for future growth. This 
will be needed both for short range and interstate travel. Very long 
distance travel to foreign countries will still be most possible by air. 
If water is available, Ohio is in such a strategic position indust-
ria1ly that the megalopolis community will continue to develop with all 
its attendant needs of new concepts of government, transportation, natural 
resources, health, recreation, education, and economic systems. 
Planning For Changing Communities. One of the great preoccupations 
of .Americans everywhere, and Ohioans in particular, is meeting the needs 
of changing living conditions and community needs. 
More employment, transportation, education of the young, up-grading 
of the education of the adult population, transportation, recreation, shop-
ping facilities, protection, sanitation, water, churches, cultural opportun-
ities and many more matters are being gl.ven more and more attention by 
citizens and leaders alike. The transition in the way of living from in-
dividual, relatively independent communities to mass societies is in process 
and must accelerate as population growth continues and more technology is 
applied in the econOJDY'. 
Because the population is growing so rapid1y and changes are occurring 
so fast, any effective attempt at providing for the needs of people these 
days must be projected forward by planning ahead rather than trying to do 
it simultaneously with the growth itse1f. Thus, p1anning community deve1op-
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ment in all its major facets has become a new and important part of 
our living processes. 
Because of the new pattern of growth, planning also must be ac-
complished at all levels of government from federal and state to local. 
Indeed, new forms of local government units are necessary to meet the 
new needs of evolving metropolitan and megalopolis areas. 
Some .Agricultural Implications 
Changes in Rural Life. The rural population when taken in the 
aggregate is now largely a nonfarm population, and even among the farm 
segment a large part are working part-time off the farm. Thus, there 
has been an important change of an urbanizing nature occuring among 
rural people. This change has been paralleled with an urbanizing change 
in the farmers' institutions and in their farm operation. School 
districts are becoming larger, and rural schools are changing rapidly 
toward their urban counterparts. Some rural connnunity centers are growing 
and evolving into centers covering larger areas, while others are losing 
as changes occur in vehicles and roads. Farmers are adopting scientific 
and business-like practices in operating and managing their farms. The 
adoption of more business-like and scientific operations has both re-
quired and made possible the enlargement of farming units and reduced the 
manpower necessary to operate them. .Also, it has permitted farmers to be 
less dependent upon their neighbors for labor and machinery. 
On the other hand, the great increase in rural population has been 
from the influx of urban people moving into rural fringe areas near the 
cities. In this respect, there has been a great expansion of rural living 
among urban people who are seeking more space, more isolation, and lower 
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rates of interaction. Both rural and urban cultures have been seeking 
elements of the other. AJ.so, both cultures seek to retain many of their 
previous ways; it is at this point that ccmmunity differences often occur. 
The Shakedown of the Farm Population. The farm population has long 
been a source of people for the growing urban centers in the United States. 
For many decades, ruraJ. youth migrated to the cities to find work and make 
their homes. During the 1930's there was a short reverse of this trend, 
but even during that decade, the growth that occurred in urban areas was 
due to farm migrants moving into the cities. The urban birth rate was 
so low that only one major city in the United States was reproducing at 
a rate high enough to maintain its own population. 
During and since World War II, rural to urban migration continued, 
but at this time there was another aspect of it. Farmers themselves., not 
just their children, were leaving the farms in large numbers and seeking 
employment in the better-paying jobs in the cities. Thus, in recent years 
there has been a large reduction in numbers of farm people. 
There are still many people on small or marginal farms receiving very 
low returns who can increase their income :f'rom n9nfa:rm jobs. It would 
appear, however, that the end is coming for significantly large numbers 
of farm people to augment the urban population. The reduction of farm 
population, although not ended, has probably reached a point where it will 
begin to level of'f and reduce at a slower speed. There has been a steady 
reduction in the average size of farm families. AJ.though still somewhat 
larger than urban, the smaller size f'arm family will have an important 
effect on the numbers of :people leaving the farm population. Since f'arms 
are still closely related to family operators, the changing size of farms 
may soon govern the totaJ. number of farm people. The proportion of the 
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farm population in the total population will continue to decline as non-
farm people increase in numbers. The productivity, however, is expected 
to continue upward even more rapidly than in the past. 
There are some possible implications for the organizational aspects 
of agriculture. As farmers become fewer and more specialized, they can 
communicate more easily; and it may be expected that they may become more 
unified in their needs and points of view. Strong interest groups with 
specific objectives may be expected to evolve as this.occ~rs. 
The Strength of Agriculture. As the changes in farming occur, a 
general strengthening of the farming industry occurs. The economic im-
provements that accompany the enlarging of farms, the efficiency of use of 
capital and labor as well as the apportioning of the farm income among 
fewer people has the affect of raising the level of living and opportunities 
of those remaining. Although this does not occur in all cases, it is 
affecting farm living in general. Better roads and the reduction in numbers 
of rural people mean changing communities, but those who remain are gener-
ally in a better economic situation than before and must adjust their com-
munities according to the needs of new and stronger institutions. 
The Rural Institutions. Rural schools, churches, and local governments 
have run into many difficult problems because of the transition that has 
occurred. For schools, the time has demanded more specialized programs. 
This requires larger numbers of people to share the cost. At the same 
time; farming areas have had a reduction of people. These forces have 
required the joining together of several communities to meet the need. It 
is likely that where two or three small collllllunities have joined together 
they may be still less efficient than they could be in providing needed 
educational facilities) particularly at the high school level. The rel-
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atively small geographic size of the counties in Ohio would seem to 
make it feasible to operate rural school districts at that level. 
On the other hand, because of the importance of the school as a 
community center, in many instances it may be worth the sacrifice to 
retain grade schools in local communities, particularly where they are 
large enough to provide fully graded and equipped programs. 
Churches are finding similar difficulties in rural areas in many 
respects. Churches, however; are not intended just to provide some kind 
of educational program, but have denomination interests as well and, 
therefore) often require planning of a different nature than merely on 
a geographical basis. Nevertheless, problems of changes in the rural 
population are of great importance to churches as well. 
Local government has felt the impact of change, and although this 
tends to be the slowest area of social change, there are many problems 
connected with it. Much that is called local government systems is anti-
quated. .Again, as with schools, small local units are coming under great 
pressures to meet the needs of modern living. Greater flexibility is 
greatly needed. This is another area, however, where people are willing 
to sacrifice a great deal in efficiency in order to retain control close 
at home. This trend is actually growing rather than declining in the 
formation of small incorporated places in the fringes of the large cities. 
However, al though local control in s ome aspects of local government is 
important, there is a great and growing need for regional approaches to 
many problems of government. 
The Calendar of Boom. .Americans generally and Ohioans in particular 
have been living in the shadow of the postwar boom, which has had periodic 
social and economic impacts in many ways since that time. The initial wave 
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of real consequence came in 1946 and soared to a peak in 1947. Since that 
time, about four million children each year have been added to the pop-
ulation. This has stretched over a period of 15 years so far, making the 
oncoming march of postwar children 15 ranks deep. 
There are some important major events along this march that are 
affected by these oncoming ranks. Many more things are undoubtedly affected 
than are noted here. Each point noted has ramifications in the society and 
economy. 
The calendar would include the following dates: 
1946 the baby boom began 
1951-52 they entered the grade schools (kindergarden) 
1958-59 they reached junior high school 
1960-61 they reached high school 
1962 they begin driving on the highways 
1964 they begin entering the less qualified labor forces 
1965 they begin forming families and looking for homes 
1966 they begin a new wave of babies 
1968 the college graduates begin entering graduate schools and 
the labor force of the technically qualified 
2011 they begin to reach 65. 
The Agricultural Business Complex. The broad term of "Agricultural 
Business" has developed from the growing realization of the close 
interrelationship between all aspects of the food and fiber industry. These 
include production, processing, marketing, and consumption, as well as the 
organizations or social and economic systems that carry out each part of 
it. 
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This conception of agriculture has come from the pressures of major 
adjustments in present mass society that require the conceptualization of 
large interrelated systems in the society. The modern method for accompl-
ishing major economic goals in the American society is to do so through 
large integrated corporate systems. Agriculture, because of its partic-
ular pattern, has been one of the last major industries to adopt mass 
organizational systems. However, this can be said only at the production 
level. At the processing and retailing level, agricultural industries 
such as meat packing and flour milling have developed these techniques. 
The change that is occurring in this concept is that production, too, is 
a part of this whole system, and that agriculture encompasses much more 
than production. 
The changes in the population affect the demand for products. The 
large, growing population provides a compact mass market; and the changes 
in the farming picture are reflacting the relationship of the changes and 
adjustments in agriculture to the rest of society. 
Agricultural products are being used more evenly among the whole 
population with the spread of mass communication. Information about nutri-
tition as well as other ideas relating to food and fiber consumption is 
being transmitted to the whole population. In this way, much standardiza-
tion may be expected. Such factors affect the producer as an integral 
part of the whole process. It will also bring the consumer closer to the 
producer, and require producers to be more sensitive to the consmners' 
interests and needs. This will affect the research as well as production 
in that research will necessarily have to develop what the consumer wants. 
Population, Science and Adjustment in .Agriculture. The growing pop-
ulation is made possible only by the increased application of science to 
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agriculture" The present population is now far larger than could be 
supported by primitive methods or without the aids and improvements 
developed by agricultural science. It has been said that the estimated 
3,000 American Indians who once populated this land were overcrowded and 
bord~red on starvation. 
However, technological developments have other implications besides 
providing the means for supporting the present population. One is that 
there is yet much to be discovered to increase production; in fact; the 
limits of this horizon are not yet known. A second is that the breakthroughs 
of knowledge already accomplished are not yet by any means fully exploited 
by producers. A third is that with present application of technology, we 
are Producing substantial surpluses over present needs. A fourth is many 
new synthetic substitute products, such as margerine, are known to be pos-
sible, so that producers should be watching for major shifts that are likely 
or inevitable in this area. A fifth follows that because of the flexibil-
ity ~ade possible by scientific development, much research emphasis needs 
to be placed on the development of new uses for agricultural products. A 
sixth and one of the most important is the developing concept of the cons-
umer that science can develop .just about anything he wants, whether it be 
a larger, more lean pork chop, less fat milk, or chickens with practically 
all iVhite maat. Next it may be fats without cholesterol) nonspoiling foods; 
and almost anything else that can be thought of. 
Certainly attention will soon begin to formulate around demands for 
full~ healthful and attractive total diets rather than piecemeal thinking 
of correcting this or that ~articular problem of diet. As this type of 
consciousness develops in a larger, better-educated population; it will 
affect the field of agriculture from production to science. 
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Thus) changes in science have had and will continue to have a pro-
found effect upon the farm as well as the farm population. 
Migration Implications 
The High Rates. Almost one-fifth of the people of the United 
7 
States changed residences each year during the 1950 decade. 
The movement of vast numbers of people in the United States has 
become a standard part of our society. This movement includes all income 
and occupational groups. Management employees in the large corporations 
must be mobile and ready to move from one plant to another if they wish 
to move up in their companies. ThesG plants are scattered over many 
states. Plant workers are shifted as new plants are opened. Some of the 
most mobile workers are those in construction who move from job to job and 
often move across the whole country several times in a single year. Another 
type is the migrant agricultural worker who follows a seasonal pattern of 
movement from his home through one or several states and returns to his 
home. 
Still another type of inter-state mobility is that of the inter-reg-
ional migrant moving his residence from south to north and east to west. 
Although the greatest gains in the past decade from this type of migration 
was in the Western States and Florida, this type of movement increases each 
year from other states. Ohio was fifth in the U.S. in growth from net 
number of migrants received. An example of the impact of this type of move-
ment is shown by a recent analysis of Columbus schools where it was rep-
orted that 700 to Boo) or 40 percent of the new students entering from 
7statistical Bulletin) Metropolitan Life Insurance Company, Vol. 41, 
December, 1960, p.7. 
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outside Ohio each year are from the southern Appalachian region. 
One of the greatest changes occurring through migration is that of 
people moving to the fringes of the metropolitan areas. This city-to-
rural migration is based on the desire of people for more rural conditions, 
space? social relationships) and communities. 
From this migration, new communities are formed. Short-range mig-
ration, hcrwever? does not mean complete migration. Much of the social 
behavior of these urban migrants continues to be connected with the older 
systems such as churches, friends, organizational .membershiJ?S and the like. 
Those elements of social migration that tend to change first are school 
affiliations of children, and children's friendships. Social migration of 
adults usually occurs slowly. 
This suburban movement ocnurring around many urban centers is 
developing the great megalopolis areas. 
The new rural population is changing the character of life in Ohio. 
Its impact on schools, government, and other institutions is one of major 
proportions, and has brought the farmer and the city dweller together in 
a spacial relationship they have never had before. Farmers who once 
occupied the area now share schools, churches? water and sanitation ptob~ 
lems, road development, and many other needs with the new population. 
The growing population requires that serious attention be given to 
such matters as use of natural resources; one example of these uses is 
natural outdoor recreation. On the one hand, it is increasing the need 
for more resources; and on the other, the larger population is often 
competing for land and making it more difficult to acquire. If resources 
for active-participation-centered recreation areto be acquired, it must 
BH.M. Will·i·ams; Pupil Mobility, Mimeo Report of Columbus City Schools; 
1960. 
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be done soon for much of the land will not be available for long. 
Because of the mobility of the people of the United States as well 
as the State population, which in traveling uses natural outdoor recrea-
tion areas, federal, state, and local levels of responsibility should 
be concerned. In order to serve the population of the future most 
effectively and efficiently, all levels of planning and action are needed. 
Ml.ch of this planning will profit by scme integrated consultation. 
Interstate Character of Population Problems. Such studies as the 
one in Columbus schools show the interstate character of the population. 
Many problems are of an interstate nature, and these problems illustrate 
the growing interdependence of states. The growing mobility of the pop-
ulation will require closer examination of areas of interdependence and 
interstate cooperation. 
The megalopolis spread of urbanized areas spilling across the states 
is another type of interstate problem. Planning, zoning, sanitation, water, 
roads, recreation, and many other problems will develop across state as 
well as county lines. These problems will need federal, state, and local 
attention and cooperation. New forms of governmental systems will need to 
be established to meet them. The means to conserve farm land for farming 
uses may be another problem eventually arising out of these changes which 
will need attention. 
YOUR COUNTY PROFILE 
COUNTY TOT.AL 
TABLE 
I 
STATE TOTAL 1960 1950 
NUMBER 296ol 2950 No. Rank No. !Rank 
I l l lo POPULATION I l I r I i 
1. % Population Change l +22.1 x I x 
2. % Urban Change +27.6 x x 
3. % Rural Change + 9.4 x I x 
4. % Rural l +26.7 29.sl 
; I I I NET MIGRATION : r ! 
' 
I 
5. Net Migration + 5.2' x x 
6. Population Density 236.7 293.8 
'lHE CHANGING FARM PICTURE 
8. % Change in No. of Farms 
-29.'6 x x 
9. Average Size of Farms I 231.9 105.2 
12. % Land in Farms 70.6 79.9 
13. % Change in No. Commercial x Farms 
-36.8 x 
14. % Farms that are coinmercial 60.6 67.4 
' l I CHANGES IN PART-TIME FARMING ! I I 
25. % Farm Operators Working Off 
Farms 51.2 44.5 
16. % Working Off Farms 100 Days 
or More 38.0 37.1 
17. % With Other Income Exceeding 
Value of Products Sold 42.6 32.9 
f I I AGE .AND TENANCY I' I 
18. Average Age (1959 & 1954) 50.9 50.6 
19. % Over 65 (1959 & 1954) 18.6 18.4 I 
20. % Tenancy (1959 & 1954) 15°9 16.4 
COUNTY TOTAL 
' 
-TABLE STATE TOTAL 1960 J.950 
NUMBER 1960 1950 No. Rank No~ Rank ·~ 
63.6167.7 ' 21. % Full Omiers (1959 & 1954) I ' .· 
.. 
22. % Part Owners (1959 & 1954) 20.2 14.1 
23. % Managers o .4c 0.36 I 
24. % Residing on Farm Operated 88.4 93.5 
I I I 
I I FARM FACILITIES AND POWER l l I r ! I I 
26. Average Dollar for Fuel Per 
Acre of Cropland Harvested 
(1959 and 1954) $4.81 $5.13 
27. % Reporting Tractors 85.5 63 .91 
28. % Reporting Wheel Tractors 
Other Than Garden Tractors 81.7 59.6 
29. No. of Tractors Excluding 
Garden Tractors per 1;000 
Acres Total Cropland 16.7 11.9 
30. No. of Tractors Excluding 
Garden Tractors per 1,000 
Acres of Cropland Harvested 21.0 15.4 
31. % Reporting Motortrucks 49.8 28.5 l I 
32. % Located on Hard-Surfaced 
Roads 69.6 58.3 
TABLE 1, ORIO POPULATI<lf BY COUNTY, WITH CBANGE FBOM 1950 TO 1960 
1960 Total 1950 Total Percent of 1960 Total 1950 Total Percent of 
PoJ!ulation POJ!Ulation Number Percent State Total POJ!ulation Pol!ulation Number Percent State Total 9112 ___ 91706,397 7,946.627 1, 7:!9, 770 22,1 100,0 
Logan 34,803 31,329 + 3,474 +11,1 0,4 
Adams 19,982 20,499 •517 -2,5 0.2 Lorain 217 ,500 148,162 +69,338 +46.8 2,2 
Allen 103,691 88,183 +15,508 +17.6 1,1 Lucas 456,931 395,551 +61,380 +15.5 4.7 
Asblmd 38,771 33,040 + 5,731 +17.3 0.4 Madison 26,454 22,300 + 4,154 +18.6 0.3 
Aabtabula 93,067 78,695 +14,372 +18.3 1.0 Mahoning 300,480 257,629 +42,851 +16.6 3.1 
Athans 46,998 45,839 + 1,159 +2.5 o.s 
Marion 60,221 49,959 +10,262 +20,5 o.6 
Auglaize 36,147 30,637 + 5,510 +18.0 o.4 Medina 65,315 40,417 +14,898 +61.6 0.7 
Belmont 83,864 87,740 - 3,876 -4.4 0.9 Meigs 22,159 23,227 - 1,068 -4.6 0,2 
Brown 25,178 22,221 + 2,957 +13.3 0.3 ¥ercer 32,559 28,311 + 4,248 +15,0 0.3 
Butler 199,076 147,203 +51,873 +35,2 2.1 Miami 72,901 61,309 +11,592 +18.9 0.8 
Carroll 20,857 19,039 + 1,818 +9.5 0.2 
Monroe 15,268 15,362 -94 -0.6 0.2 
Ch11111paign 29,714 26,793 + 2,921 +10,9 0.3 Montgomery 527,080 398,441 +128,639 +32.3 5.4 
Clark 131,440 111,661 +19,779 +17,7 1.4 Morgan 12,747 12,836 •89 -0.1 0.1 
Clermont 80,530 42,182 +38,348 +90,9 0.8 Morrow 19,405 17,168 + 2,237 +13,0 0.2 
Clinton 30,004 25,572 + 4,432 +17.3 0.3 Muskingum 79,159 74,535 + 4,624 +6.2 0.8 
Columbiana 107,004 98,920 + 8,084 +8.2 1.1 
Noble 10,982 11,750 •768 •6,5 0.1 
Coshocton 32,224 31,141 + 1,083 +3.5 0.3 Ottawa 35,323 29,469 + 5,854 +19.9 o.4 
Crawford 46,775 38,738 + 8,037 +20,7 0.5 Paulding 16,792 15,047 + 1,745 +11.6 0.2 
Cuyahoga 1,647,895 1,389,532 +258,363 +18.6 17,0 Perry 27,864 28,999 - 1,135 -3.9 0,3 
Darke 45,612 41,799 + 3,813 +9.1 0.5 Pickaway 35,855 29,352 + 6,503 +22,2 0.4 
Defiance 31,508 25,925 + 5,583 +21.5 0.3 
Pike 19,380 14,607 + 4,773 +32.7 0.2 
Delaware 36,107 30,278 + 5,829 +19.3 o.4 Portage 91,798 63,954 +27,844 +43.5 0.9 
Erie 68,000 52,565 +15,435 +29.4 0.1 Preble 32,498 27,081 + 5,417 +20.0 0,3 
Fairfield 63,912 52,130 +11,782 +22.6 0.7 Putnam 28,331 25,248 + 3,083 +12.2 0,3 
Fayette 24,775 22,554 + 2,221 +9.8 0.3 Richland 117,761 91,305 +26,456 +29.0 1.2 
Franklin 682,962 503,410 +179,552 +35.7 1.0 
Ross 61,215 54,424 + 6,791 +12.s 0.6 
IUlton 29,301 25,580 + 3,721 +14,5 0.3 Sandusky 56,486 46,114 +10,372 +22,5 0,6 
Gallia 26,120 24,910 + 1,210 +4.9 0,3 Scioto 84,216 82,910 + 1,306 +1,6 0.9 
Geauga 47,573 26,646 +20,927 +78,5 0,5 Seneca 59,326 52,978 + 6,348 +12.0 o.6 
Greene 94,642 58,892 +35,750 +60,7 1,0 Shelby 33,586 28,488 + 5,098 +17.9 0,3 
Guemsey 38,579 38,452 + 127 +0.3 o.4 
Star:k 340,345 283,194 +57,151 +20.2 3.5 
Hamilton 864,121 723,952 +140,169 +19.4 8.9 Summit 513,569 410,032 +103,537 +25,3 5,3 
Rancook 53,686 44,280 + 9,406 +21,2 0,6 Trumbull 208,526 158,915 +49,611 +31,2 2.1 
Hardin 29,633 28,673 + 960 +3.3 0,3 Tuscarawas 76,789 70,320 + 6,469 +9.2 0,8 
Harriaoa 17,995 19,054 - 1,059 -5.6 0.2 Union 22,853 20,687 + 2,166 +10.5 0.2 
llenry 25,392 22,423 + 2,969 +13.2 0.3 
Van Wert 28,840 26,971 + 1,869 +6.9 0,3 
Highland 29,716 28,188 + 1,528 +5.4 0.3 Vinton 10,274 10,759 -485 -4.5 0.1 
Hocking 20,168 19,520 + 648 +3.3 o.z Warren 65,711 38,505 +27,206 +70.7 0.7 
Holmes 21,591 18,760 + 2,831 +15.1 0.2 Washington Jl,689 44,407 + 7,212 +16,4 o.s 
Huron 47,326 39,353 + 7,973 +20.3 0.5 W&J118 75,497 58,716 +16,781 +28.6 o.s 
Jackaon 29,372 27,767 + 1,605 +5.8 0.3 Williams 29,968 26,202 + 3,766 +14.4 0,3 
Wood 72,596 59,605 +12,991 t21,8 0.7 
J'efferaon 99,201 96,495 +2,706 +2.8 1.0 Wyandot 21,648 19,785 + 1,863 +9,4 o.z 
Knox 38,808 35,287 + 3,521 +10,0 0.4 
Lake 148,700 75,979 +72,721 +95.7 1,5 
Larence 55,438 49,115 ·+ 6,323 +12.9 o.6 
Lickina 90,242 70,645 +19,597 +27.7 o.9 
TAlllE 2, Cl-L'JlGE m URBAN POPULATION' BY COUNTY 1950 and 1960 
1%0 1250 Number Percent - f960 1950 Number Percent OHIO-=~ ____ ~'.:°:~ ?~l_l\i_,1_56 5 578,274 +1,538,282 +27.6 
Logan 11,424 10,232 + 1, 192 -:-11.6 
Adams 0 0 0 0 l-0rain 170, 330 1-02 ,Gt..5 ~67,G65 ~65.9 
Allon 69,270 5J,664 +15,606 +29,l Luc~" 423,284 353,218 ~70,066 +19.8 
.•ah land 20,030 16,810 + 3,850 +23.8 Madl:on 9, 153 5,222 + 3,931 +75.3 
Ashtabula 49, 153 42,076 + 7 ,077 +11}.8 lfc'-ht~n.lttg Z5!,621t 113,327 +38,297 +18.0 
Athens Zl,304 16,505 l· 4, 799 +29.1 
Mni·i:;n 37,079 33,817 + 3,262 + 9.6 
Auglaize 14,493 12,0!>5 + 2 ,488 ~2!). 7 Medina 2.5,323 13,063 +12,260 +93.q 
Belmont 41,761 45,786 
- 4,025 - 8.8 Meigs 6,713 7,102. 
-
384 ~ 5.4 
Brown 2,674 0 + 2,674 +21.5* Mercer 10,425 5, 703 + 4,722 +82.8 
Butler 152,036 103,909 +48,127 +46,3 Miaml 40, 143 31,412 -~ 8, 731 +27.8 
Carroll 4,543 4,244 + 299 + 7.0 
Y.onroe 2,956 0 + 2,956 +22.7* 
Champaign 10,461 9,335 + l,126 +12.1 Montgomery 475,623 335,936 +139,687 +41.6 
Clark 94,264 82,284 +11,980 +14.6 Morgan 0 0 0 0 
Clermont 11,472 0 +11,472 +58.5* Morrow 2,788 0 + 2,788 +18.6* 
Clinton 11,859 7,387 + 4,472 +60.5 Muskingum 39,077 l;0,517 - l /140 - 3.6 
Colmnbiana 58,795 59,247 
-
452 
- 0.8 
Noble 0 0 0 0 
Coshocton 13,106 11,675 + 1,431 +12,3 Ottawa 9, 773 5,541 + 4,232 +76.4 
Crawford 30,447 24,893 + 5,554 +22.3 Paulding 2,936 0 + 2,936 +24.8* 
Cuyahoga 1,641,529 1,363,764 +277, 765 +20.4 Perry 7 ,472 7,193 + 279 + 3,9 
Darke 10,585 8,859 + l, 726 +19.5 Pickavay 11,059 8, 723 + 2,336 +26.8 
Defiance 17,669 13,894 + 3, 775 +27.2 
Pike 3,830 0 + 3,830 +128,l* 
Delaware 13,282 11,804 + 1,478 +12.5 Portage 39,857 28,394 +11,463 ·fA0.4 
Erie 45,093 31,890 +13,203 +41.4 Preble 5,034 4,242 + 792 +18. 7 
Fairfield 29,916 24,180 + 5,736 +23.7 Putnam 3,245 2,962 + 283 + 9.6 
Fayette 12,388 10,560 + 1,828 +il.7.3 Richland 78,649 58,553 +20,096 +34.3 
Franklin 629,387 441,819 +187,568 +42.5 
Ross 24,957 20,133 + 4,824 +24.0 
Fulton 4,311 3,494 + 817 +23.4 Sandusky 28,931 23,589 + 5,342 l-22.6 
Gallia 8, 775 7,87l + 904 +11.5 Scioto 43,403 44,165 
-
762 
- 1. 7 
Geauga 4,436 0 + 4,436 +27.3* Seneca 33,873 31,016 + 2,857 + 9,2 
Greene 63,578 33,030 +30,548 +92.5 Shelby 14,663 11,491 + 3, 172 +27 .6 
Guernsey 14,562 14,739 . 117 - 1.2 
Stark 244,012 20l,772 +42,240 +20,9 
Hamilton 817,105 669,807 +147 ,298 +22,0 s ... -inmu 445,965 352,196 +93, 769 +26.6 
Hancock 33 ,272 26, 132 + 7,140 +27.3 Trumbull 139,730 98,611 +41,119 +41.7 
Hardin 12,665 12 ,115 + 550 + 4.5 Tuscarawas 40,173 38,360 + 1,813 + 4.7 
Harrison 3,259 3,020 + 239 + 7.9 Union 4,952 4,256 + 696 +16.4 
l!enry 6,739 5,335 + 1,404 +26.3 
Van Wert 14,568 13,166 + 1,402 +10.6 
Highland 10,896 9,988 + 908 + 9.1 Vinton 0 0 0 0 
Rocking 6,417 5,972 + 445 + 7.5 Warren 21,390 10,006 +11,384 +113.8 
Holmes 3,101 0 + 3,101 +29.3* Washington 22,265 16,006 + 6,259 +39.l 
Huron 22 ,651 18,456 + 4,195 +22.7 Wayne 28,967 22,968 + 5,999 +26.1 
Jackson 12, 708 12,195 + 513 + 4.2 Williams 11,492 10,232 + 1,260 +12.3 
Wood 31,993 25,902 + 6,091 .+23.5 
Jefferson 55,095 47 ,589 + 7 ,506 +15.8 Wyandot 8,663 7 ,657 + 1,006 +13.1 
Knox 13,2.84 12,165 + i.099 + 9.0 
Lake 117,950 43,049 +74,901 +174.o *Since there was no urban population in these counties in 1950, percentages 
Lawrence 24,897 20,431 + 4,466 +21.9 for these counties were figured on the basis of the 1950 population of towns 
Licking 47,539 36,928 +10,611 +28,7 which were considered urban in the 1960 census. 
TABLE 3. CHANGE IN RURAL POPULATION 
1950 to 1960 by County 
OHIO 2,589,841 2,368,353 +221,488 + 9.!i-
Change Change 
1960 1950 Number Per Cent 1960 1950 Number Per -Cent 
Adams 19,982 20,499 
-
517 - 2.5 
Allen 34,421 34,519 
-
98 - 0.3 Iogan 23,379 21,097 + 2282 + 10.a 
Ashland 18,741 16,230 + 2511 + 15.5 Lorain 47,170 45,497 + 1673 + 3,7 
Ashtabula 43,914 36,619 + 1295 + 19.9 Lucas 33,647 42,333 - 8686 - 20.5 Athens 25,694 29,334 - 3,640 - 12.4 Madison 17,301 17,078 + 223 + 1.3 Mahoning 48,856 44,302 + 4554 + l0.3 
Auglaize 21,654 18,632 + 3,022 + 16.2 
Belmont 42,103 41,954 + 149 + 0.4 !'".arion 23,142 16,142 + 7000 + 43,4 
Brown 22,504 22,221 + 283 + 1.3 Medina 39,992 27,354 + 12638 + 46.2 
Butler 47,040 43,294 + 3746 + 8.7 Meigs 15,441 16,125 - 684 - 4.2 Carroll 16,314 14,795 + 1519 + 10.3 Mercer 22,134 22,608 - 474 - 2.1 Miami 32,758 29,697 + 2661 + 9.6 
Champaign 19,253 17,458 + 1195 + l0,3 
Clark 37,176 29,311 + 1199 + 26.5 Monroe l2,312 15,362 
-
3050 - 19.9 
Clermont 69,056 42,162 +26,676 + 63.7 Montgomery 51,457 62,505 -ll,046 - 17.7 
Clinton 18,145 18,185 
- 40 - 0.2 Morgan 12, 747 12,636 - 69 - 0.7 Columbiana 48,209 39,673 + 8,536 + 21.5 }liorrow 16,617 17,168 - 551 - 3.2 f'1uskingum 40,082 34,018 + 6064 + 17.8 
Coshocton 19,118 19,466 
-
348 
-
1.8 
Crawford 16,328 13,845 + 2483 + 17.9 Noble 10,982 11, 750 
-
768 
-
6.5 
Cuyahoga 6,366 25,768 -19,402 
- 75.3 Ottawa 25,550 23,928 + 1622 + 6.8 
Darke 35,027 32,940 + 2,087 + 6.3 Paulding 13,856 15,047 
-
1191 
-
7.9 
Defiance 13,839 12,031 + 1,808 + 15.0 Perry 20,392 21,806 
-
1414 
-
6.5 
Pickaway 24,796 20,629 + 4167 + 20.2 
Delaware 22,625 16,474 + 4,351 + 23.6 
Erie 22,907 20,675 + 2232 + 10.80 Pike 15,550 14,607 + 943 + 6-5 
Fairfield 33,996 27,950 + 6046 + 21.6 Portage 51,941 35,560 + 16381 + 46.l 
Fayette 12,387 11,994 + 393 + 3.3 Preble 27,464 22,839 + 4625 + 20.3 
Franklin 53,515 61,591 - 8016 - 13.0 Putnam 25,086 22,266 + 2800 + 12.6 Richland 39,112 32, 752 + 6360 + 19.4 
Fulton 24,990 22,066 + 2904 + 13.1 
Gallia 17,345 17,039 + 306 + 1.8 Ross 36,258 34,291 + 1967 + 5.7 
Geauga 43,137 26,646 +16,491 + 61.9 Sandusky 21,555 22,525 + 5030 + 22.3 
Ureene 31,064 25,862 + 5202 + 20.1 Scioto Lo,613 38,7L5 + 2068 + 5,3 
Guernsey 24,017 23, 713 + 304 + 1.3 Seneca 25,453 21,962 + 3491 + 15.9 Shelby 18,923 16,991 + 1926 + u.3 
Hamilton 47,016 54,145 
-
1l29 - 13.2 
Hancock 20,414 18,148 + 2266 + 12.5 Stark 96,333 81,422 + 14911 + 18.3 
Hardin 16,968 16,556 + 410 + 2.5 Summit 67,604 57,836 + 9166 + 16.9 
Harrison 14,736 16,034 - 1,298 - 8.1 Trumbull 68, 796 60,304 + 8492 + 14.1 
Henry 18,653 17,088 + 1565 + 9.2 Tuscarawas 36,616 31,960 + 4656 + 14.6 
Union 17,901 16,431 + 1470 + 8.9 
Highland 18,820 18,200 + 620 + 3.4 
Hocking 13,751 13,548 + 203 + 1.5 Van Wert 14,272 13,605 + 467 + 3.4 
Holmes 18,490 18, 760 
-
270 
-
l.L Vinton 10,274 l0,759 
-
485 
-
4,5 
Huron 24,675 20,897 + 3778 + lB.l Warren 4L,32l 26,499 + 15822 + 55.5 
Jackson 16,664 15,572 + 1092 + 7.0 Washington 29,424 28,401 + 1023 + 3.6 
Wayne 46,530 35, 748 + 10782 + 30.2 
Jefferson 44,106 48,906 
- 4600 
-
9,6 
Knox 25,524 23,102 + 2422 + 10.5 Williams 18,476 15,970 + 2506 + is.1 
Lake 30,150 32,930 
-
2180 
-
6.6 Wood 40,603 33,103 + 6900 + 20.5 
Lawrence 30,541 28,684 + 1857 + 6.5 Wyandot _ l.2,985 12,128 + 851 + 7.1 
Licking 42, 703 33,717 + 8986 + 26.7 
Table 4. PER CENT RURAL, RANKED BY COUNrY, 1960 AND 1950 
Percent Percent Percent Percent 
Rural Rank Rural Rural Rank Rural 
OHIO 1~~7 1220 1950 l26o 1220 1220 2~.s l. Adams 100.0 l 10.0 45. Washlngton 56.9 37 64.6 
2. Morgan 100.0 2 100.0 46. Jackson 56.7 50 56.1 
3. Noble 100.0 3 100.0 47. Portage 56.6 51 55.6 
4. Vinton 100.0 4 100.0 48. Shelby 56.3 46 59.7 
5. Geauga 90.7 5 100.0 49. Wood 55.9 49 56.5 6. Brown 89.4 6 100.0 50. Lawrence 55.1 47 58.4 
7. Putnam 88.5 13 88.3 51. Athens 54.7 36 64.o 8. Clermont 85.8 7 100.0 52. Fairfield 53.2 52 53.6 
9. Holmes 85.6 8 100.0 53. Huron 52.1 54 53.1 
10. Morrow 85.6 9 100.0 54. Muskingum ;o.6 65 45.6 
ll. Fulton 85.3 14 86.3 55. Belmont 50.2 6o 47.8 
12. Preble 84.5 15 84.3 56. Fayette 50.0 53 53.2 
13. Paulding 82.5 10 100.0 57. Van Wert 49.5 55 51.2 14. Harrison 81.9 16 84.2 58. $an dusky 48.8 59 !;8.8 
15. Monroe 80.6 ll 100.0 59, Scioto 48.5 62 46.7 
16. Pike 80.2 12 100.0 6o. Ashland 48.3 57 49.1 
17. Union 78.3 19 79.4 61. Tuscarawas Ji.7.7 66 45.4 
18. Carroll 78.2 21 77.7 62. Licking 47 .3 61 47.7 
19. Darke 76.8 20 78.8 63. Ashtabula 47.2 63 46.5 
20. Henry 73.5 23 76.2 64. Columbiana 45.1 71 4o.1 
21. Perry 73.2 24 75.2 65. Miami 4-4.9 58 48.8 
22. ottawa 72.3 17 81.2 66. Jefferson 4-4.5 56 5c.7 
23. Meigs 69.7 29 69.4 67. Defiance 43.9 64 46.4 
24. Pickaway 69.2 27 70.3 68. Seneca 42.9 69 41.5 
25. Hocking 68.2 28 69.4 69. Kari on 38.4 77 32.3 
26. Mercer 68.o 18 79.9 70. Hancock 38.0 70 41.0 
27. Warren 67.4 25 74.o 71. Crawford 34.9 76 35.7 
28. Logan 67.2 32 67.3 72. Erie 33.7 72 39.3 
29. Gallia 66.4 30 68.4 73, Allen 33.2 73 39.1 
30. Knox 65.8 33 65.5 74. Richland 33.2 75 35.9 
31. Madison 65.4 22 76.6 75. Trumbull 33.0 74 37.9 
32. C!:emp1ign 64.8 34 65.2 76. Greene 32.8 67 43.9 
33. Highland 63.3 35 64.6 77. Clark 28.3 81 26.3 
34. Delaware 63.2 42 61.0 78. Stark 28.3 80 28.8 
35. Guernsey 62.3 40 61.7 79. Butler 23.6 79 29.4 
36. Williams 61.7 43 6o.9 so. Lore in 21.7 78 30.7 
37. Wayne 61.6 44 6o.9 81. Lake 20.7 68 43.3 
38. Medina 61.2 31 67.7 82. Mahoning 16.3 82 17.2 
39. Clinton 6o.5 26 71.1 83. Summit 13.2 84 14.1 
4o. Wyandot 6o.o 41 61.3 84. MontgOl!lery 9.8 83 15.7 
41. Auglaize 59.9 45 6o.8 85. Franklin 7.8 85 12.2 
42. Coshocton 59.3 39 62.5 86. Lucas 7.4 86 10.7 
43. Ross 59.2 38 63.0 87. Hamilton 5.4 87 7.5 
44. Bardin 57-3 48 57.7 88. Cuyahoga o.4 88 1.9 
I 
TABLE 5. NET MIGRATION BY OHIO COUNTIES, 1950 AND 1960 
Natural Total Population Nef-- -- l?ercentof-- -- · ------~~raf ____ Tutal Population Net Percent ()f 
Increase* !ncrease Mi~ration 1950 Poeulation Xncrease Iwa:~aa!il l:li&J:lltfaD 1950 Poeulation 
OHIO 1,348,438 l, 759, 770 +411,332 +5.2 
46, Allen 15 ,898 +15,5G8 -390 - o.4 
1. Lake 22,348 +72,721 +50,373 +66.3 47. Lucas 63,825 +61,380 - 2,445 - o.6 
2. Clermont 10,397 +38,348 +27,951 +66.3 48. Shelby 5,257 + 5,098 -159 - 0.6 
3. Geauga 6, 738 +20,927 +14,189 +53,3 49. Union 2,405 + 2,166 -239 - 1,2 
4, Warren 10,218 +27,206 +16,988 +44.1 50, Logan 3,901 + 3,474 -427 - 1,4 
5. Medina 8,493 +24,898 +16,405 +40.6 
51. Knox 4,112 + 3,521 -631 
- 1.8 
6, Greene 14,852 +35,750 +20,898 +35,5 52, Fayette 2,664 -~ 2 ,221 -443 - 2.0 
7, Lorain 34,728 +69,338 +34,610 +23.4 53, Henry 3,473 + 2,969 -504 - 2,3 
8. Portage 13,367 +27 ,644 +14,477 +22.6 54, Darke 4,999 + 3,813 - 1,186 - 2.8 
9. Franklin l03,979 +179,552 +75,573 +15.0 55, Carroll 2,362 + 1,818 -544 - 2.9 
10. Butler 32,132 +51,873 +19,741 +13.4 
56, Ross 8,487 + 6,791 - l,696 - 3,1 
ll. Licking 10,144 +19,597 + 9,453 +13.4 57, Lawrence 7,877 + 6,323 .. 1,554 - 3.2 
12. Erie 8,790 +15,435 + 6,645 +12,6 58, Champaign 3,804 + 2,921 -883 - 3.3 
13, Wood 6,207 +12,991 + 6, 784 +11.4 59, Tuscarawas 9,099 + 6,469 - 2,630 - 3.7 
14, J:rumbull 32,174 +49,611 +17,437 +11.0 60, Highland 2,696 + 1,528 - 1,168 - 4.1 
15, Richl81ld 17,238 +26,456 + 9,218 +10.7 
61, Fulton 4,795 + 3,721 
- 1,074 - 4.2 
16, Montgomery 88,296 +128,639 +40,343 +10.1 62, Paulding 2,446 + l, 745 -701 - 4.7 
17, Wayne 10,999 +16, 781 + 5,782 + 9.9 63. Seneca 8,925 + 6,348 - 2,577 - 4.9 
18. Pike 3,381 + 4,773 + 1,392 + 9.5 64. Wyandot 2,847 + 1,863 -984 - 5.0 
19. Pickaway 4,088 + 6,503 + 2,415 + 8.2 65, Holmes 3,781 + 2,831 -950 - 5,l 
20, Fairfield 7,761 +11,782 + 4,021 + 7.7 
66, Coshoction 2,784 + 1,083 - 1,701 - 5.5 
21, Delaware 3,789 + 5,829 + 2,040 + 6, 7 67, Gallia 2,649 + 1,210 - 1,439 - 5.8 
22, Crawford 5,563 + 8,037 + 2,474 + 6.4 68, Columbiana 13,852 + 8,084 - 5, 768 - 5.8 
23. H&ucock 6,776 + 9,406 + 2,630 + 5.9 69, Monroe 802 -94 -896 - 5,8 
24. Summit 79,200 +103,537 +24,337 + 5.9 70, Athans 4,047 + 1,159 - 2,868 - 6,3 
25. Preble 3,990 + 5,417 + 1,427 + 5.3 
71. Van Wert 3,613 + 1,869 - 1,744 - 6.5 
26, Marion 7,925 +10,262 + 2,337 + 4,7 72. Mercer 6,128 + 4,248 - 1,880 - 6.6 
27. Sandusky 8,566 +10,372 + 1,806 + 3,9 73. Gnernsey 2,867 ~ 127 - 2,740 - 7.l 
28, Ashtabula 11,410 +14,372 + 2,962. + 3.8 74, Hocking 2,064 + 648 - 1,416 - 7.3 
29, Waahington 5,636 
- 7,282 + 1,646 + 3.7 75. Muskingum 10,103 + 4,624 - 5,479 - 7,4 
30, Miami 9,357 +11,592 + 2,235 + 3,7 
76, Jackson 3,760 + 1,605 - 2,155 - 7,8 
31, Brown 2,170 + 2,957 + 787 + 3,5 17. Morgan 962 - 89 - l,051 - 8,2 
32., Defiance 4,767 + 5,583 + 816 + 3.2 78. Hardin 3,662 + 960 - 2 '702 - 9.4 
33. Ottawa 4,989 + 5,854 + 865 + 2,9 79, Je£ferson 12,369 + 2,706 - 9,663 -10.0 
34, Stark 48,838 +57,151 + 8,313 + 2,9 80. Putnam 5,739 + 3,083 - 2,656 -10,5 
35, Clinton 3,692 + 4,432 + 740 + 2.9 
61, Meigfl 1,752 
- 1,068 - 2,820 -12.1 
36. Hamilton 119,811 +140,169 +20,358 + 2.8 82. Adams 2,052 
-
517 - 2,569 -11.5 
37. Ashland 4,808 + 5,731 + 923 + 2,8 83. Belmont 7,740 .. 3,876 -ll,616 -13.2 
38, Cuyahoga 219,571 +258,363 +38,792 + 2.8 84. Noble 833 
-
768 - l,601 -13,6 
39. Madison 3,552. + 4,154 + 602 + 2.7 85, Scioto 12,674 + l,306 •ll,368 -13.7 
40. Huron 6,980 + 7,973 + 993 + 2.5 86, Perry 2,922 - l, 135 - 4,057 -14,0 
87, Vinton 1,063 
-
485 - 1,548 -14.4 
41. Clark 18,085 +19 '779 + 1,694 + l,5 88. Harrison 1,882 - 1,059 - 2,941 -15.4 
42. Morrow 2,026 + 2,231 + 209 + 1.2 
43, Auglaize 5,173 + 5,510 + 337 + l.l 1i Births minus deaths, figured from Apdl l,- f950 to April 1, 1960 to coincide 
44, Mahoning 41,580 +42,851 + 1,271 + 0.5 with the census population, 
45, Williama 3,840 + 3,766 - 74 - 0,3 
TABLE 6. POPULATION DE!E[TI' PER SQUARE MILE RANKED BY COUNTY, 1950 
AND 1960 
Area Square Number er Density I'iank Density Area Squi1.ce Number of Density Rank :Density 
Mile Peonle l96o 1950 1950 Mile People 1960 1950 1950 
OHIO li:1looo 9i?Ch1397 23b.7 193.S li:5. Auglaize 400 36,147 90.li --45·--76r-1. Cuyahoga 456 1,647,895 3t>13.8 1 301¥7.2 46. Ross 687 61,215 89.1 43 79.2 2. Hamilton 414 864,121 20G7.2 2 1748.7 47. Shelby 409 33,586 82.1 48 69.7 3. Lucas 343 456,931 1332.2 3 1153.2 48. Washington 637 51,689 81.l 49 69.7 4. Frankl.in 538 682,962 1269.4 5 935.7 49. Delaware 459 36,107 78.7 54 66.o 5. Summit 413 513,569 1243.5 4 992.8 50. Defiance 410 31,508 76.8 58 63.2 6. Montgomery 465 527,080 1133.5 6 856.9 51. Preble 428 32,498 75.9 57 63,3 7, Mahoning 419 300,4&> 111.1 7 614.9 52. Logan 461 34,803 75,5 51 68.0 8. Lake 232 148,700 640.9 9 327.5 53, Darke 605 45,612 75.4 50 69.1 9. Stark 573 3!io,345 549.0 8 494.2 54. Guernsey 519 38, 579 74.3 46 74.1 10. Lorain 495 217,500 439.4 11 299.3 55, Knox 524 38,808 74.1 52 67.3 11. Butler 471 199,076 422.7 lO 312.5 56. Clinton 412 30,004 72.8 62 62.1 12. Trumbull 62o 208,526 336.3 1.3 256,3 57. Fulton 407 29,301. 72.0 59 62.9 13. Clark 'io2 l3l,4l!o 327.0 l2 277.8 58. Mercer 454 32,559 71.7 60 62.4 14. Erie 264 68,ooo 257.6 J.6 199.1 59. Williama 421 29,968 71.2 61 62.2 15. Allen 41D 103,691 252.9 15 215.1 
16. Jefferson 60. Pickaway 507 35,855 70.7 65 57.9 411 99,201 241.4 14 234.8 61. Van Wert 409 28,840 70.5 55 65.9 17. Richland 497 u7,761 236.9 18 183. 7 62. Jackson 420 29,372 69.9 53 66.1 18. Greene 416 94,642 227.5 21 141.6 63 . Champaign 433 29,714 68.6 63 61.9 19. Columbiana 535 Jff{,oo4 200.0 17 184.9 64. Perry !io9 27,864 68.1 47 70.9 20 •. Portage 504 91,798 182.1 24 126.9 
21. Miami 65. Hardin 467 29,633 63.5 64 61.4 4o7 72,901 179-l 20 150.6 66. Fayette 406 24,775 61.0 67 55.6 22. Clermont 458 ao,530 175.8 39 92.1 67. Henry 416 25,392 61.0 68 53.9 23. Warren 400 65,7ll 161.l. 38 94.4 68. Coshocton 545 32,224 59.1 66 57.1 24. Belmont 535 83,864 156.8 19 164.o 69. Putnam 486 28,331 58.3 71 52.0 25. Medina 424 65,315 154.o 37 95.3 
26. Marion 70. Madison 464 26,454 57.0 75 48.1 405 6o,22l 148.7 25 123.4 71. Gallia 471 26,120 55,5 70 52.9 27. Tuscarawas 551 76,789 139.4 23 127.6 72. Carroll 388 20,857 53,8 73 49.1 28. Scioto 6o9 84,216 138.3 22 136.1 73. Highland 554 29,716 53.6 72 50.9 29. Sandusky 410 56,486 137.8 26 112.5 74. Wyandot 406 21,648 53,3 74 48.7 30. Wayne 551 75,497 137.0 31 lo6.6 75. Union 434 22,853 52.7 76 47.7 31. Ottawa 263 35,323 134.3 28 112.0 76. Brown 491 25,178 51.3 79 45.3 32. Ashtabula 706 93,o67 131.8 29 lll.5 71. Meigs 434 22,159 51.l 69 53.5 33, Licking 686 90,242 131.5 33 103.0 78. Holmes 4?3 21,591 ,1.0 80 44.3 34. Fairfield 505 63,912 1.26.6 32 103.2 '19· Morrow 404 19,405 8.o 81 42.5 3 5. Lawrence 456 55,438 121.6 30 107.7 80. Hocking 421 20,168 47.9 78 46.4 B6. MuskiDgUm 663 79,159 u9.4 29 ll.2.4 81. Harrison 403 17,995 44.7 77 47.3 37, Wood 618 72,596 117.5 34 96.4 82. Pike 443 l.9,380 43.7 85 33.0 38. Geauga 4o7 47,573 116.9 56 65,5 83. Paulding 416 16,792 40.4 82 36.2 39. Craw.ford 40lf 46,775 115.8 36 95.9 84, Ade.rus 558 19,982 35,8 83 .34.9 40. Seneca 551 59,326 107.7 35 96.1 85. Monroe 455 15,268 33.6 84 33.8 41. Hancock 532 53,686 100.9 41 83.2 86. Morgan 418 12, 747 30.5 86 30.7 42. Huron 497 47,326 95.2 42 79.2 87. Noble 399 io,982 27.5 87 29.4 43. Athens 504 46,998 93,3 40 91.0 88. Vinton 411 10,274 25.0 88 26.2 44. Ashland 418 38,771 92.8 44 79.0 
TABLE 7, CHANGES IN OHIO FARM LAND 1950 TO 1959, IN ACRES 
RANKED BY COUNTY 
1959 Acreai1e 1954 Acreage 1950 Acreai1e Change in Acres i959 Acreal!e i.954P.'Cief:se---i.9so Acreal!e Cnange in Acres 
OHIO 18,506,796 19,991,586 20,969,411 2,462,615 
46. Harrison 160,065 159,937 183 ,571 -23,506 
1. Ashtabula 243,120 313,Sllil 331,887 -86,767 47, Logan 247,875 2hl,3f.l1- 271,092 -23,217 
2, Trumbull 182, 776 235,944 260,885 -78,109 48. Highland 308,831 321, 963 330,204 
-21,J " 
3, Monroe 163,568 206,915 236,897 -73,329 49. Hardin 262,170 278,562 283,300 -21,130 
4. Allen 206,047 215,018 277,944 -71,297 50, Lucas 100,885 120,991 121,288 -20,503 
5, Washington 229,360 277 ,530 300,602 -71,242 
51. Holmes 222,446 240,085 242,192 -19,746 
6. Portage 162,106 205,518 225,602 -63,496 52. Wayne 298,938 317,609 318,373 -19,435 
7. Clermont 174,283 213,513 236,548 -62,265 53. Lake 45,929 60,873 63,193 -17 ,264 
8. Geauga 115,563 157,319 176,919 -61,356 54. Ashland 214, 151 231,503 231,056 -16,905 
9. Summit 50,149 92 '919 107 I 756 -67,607 55. Morrow 223,076 230,860 239,961 •16,885 
10, Pike 133,004 169,268 190,111 ·57,107 
56. Fairfield 267,340 279,696 284,144 ·16,804 
11. Scioto 148,850 144,462 205,600 -56,750 57. Brown 269,075 278,212 285,545 -16,470 
12, Lawrence 104,644 l/15 ,069 160,886- -56,242 58. Pickaway 306, 774 306,367 322,591 -15 ,817 
13, Stark 204,003 234, 110 256,882 •52,879 59, Wood 339,989 343,410 355,264 -15 ,275 
14. Hocking 107,469 143,163 159,067 -51,598 60. Miami 220,429 223,476 234,140 -13,711 
15, Athens 172,054 208,133 223,318 -51,264 
61, Preble 239,417 243,757 252,902 -13,485 
16. Mahoning 120,877 156,582 171,097 -50,220 62, Huron 271,221 278,934 284,416 -13,195 
17, J,icking 322,017 371,055 372,232 -50,215 63. Shelby 233,617 240,243 246,448 -12,831 
18. Belmont 209,838 221,081 259,340 -49,502 64. Ottawa 120,097 127 ,576 132,212 -12, 115 
19. Hamilton 67,399 100,893 116,698 -49,299 65, Erie 114,018 122,336 125,599 -11,581 
20. Tuscarawas 214,330 258,094 262,090 -47,760 
66. Clark 211, 762 219,53.5 223,237 -11,475 
21. Medina 174,970 212,317 221,799 -46,829 67, Auglab:e 232,5!!9 232,752 241,965 -9,376 
22, Columbiana 198,419 237,301 242,667 -44,248 68. Wyandot 239,651 246,089 248,103 -8,452 
23, Horgan 176,483 208,794 220,378 M43,895 69, Union 252,079 245,346 260,066 -7,989 
24. Warren 188,023 213,925 231,250 -43,227 70, Defiance 235,195 232,454 242,536 -7,341 
25, Richland 215,858 254,291 257,375 -41,517 
71, Williams 242,814 243,261 250,124 -7,310 
26, Lorain 192,656 222,939 234,130 •41,474 72, Clinton 237,121 234,349 244,176 -7,055 
27, :b{ontgomery 174,466 197 ,451 214,503 -40,037 73. Greene 218,783 222,779 225,773 -6,990 
28. Vinton 91,062 119,544 131,082 -40,020 74. Sandusky 233,981 230,916 240,069 -6,088 
29. Franklin 198,660 217,469 238,445 -39,785 15, Crawford 234,868 231, 712 240,815 -5,947 
30. Gallia 199,448 222,841 236,886 -37,438 
76, Darke 359,523 3.'.'0,375 365,2~7 -5,724 
31, Jefferson 114,667 141,335 151,970 -37,303 77. Champaign 247,776 248,344 252,678 -4,902 
32. Guernsey 225,369 254,983 261,965 -36,596 78. Seneca 324,987 325, 708 328,654 -3,667 
33. Muskingum 276,555 321,581 312 '740 -36,185 79. Faulding 244,117 238,922 245,949 -1,832 
34, Jackson 129,309 154, 751 163,815 -34,506 '80, Van Wert 250,238 244,764 251, 750 -1,512 
35, Butler 219,987 247,216 254,102 •34,115 
81. Fayette 251,643 256,790 252,503 -860 
36. Ross 324,268 339,089 357 ,778 -33,510 82. Madison 277 ,601 277,208 278,043 -442 
37, Meigs 166,282 168,701 199,746 -33,464 83. Mercer 280,793 278,282 280,878 -85 
38, Coshocton 249,883 255,662 281,463 •31,580 84, Henry 250,069 250,596 250,124 
-ss 
39, Cu:fshoga 19,889 33,805 50,802 -30,913 85. Putnam 294,286 285,866 292,392 +l,894 
40. Knox 267,942 286,717 298,198 -30,256 
86, Hancock 323,038 311,811 318,578 +4,460 
41. Noble 171,484 187,764 201,526 -30,042 87, Marion 225 ,069 219 ,560 219,938 +5,131 
42. Adams 272,554 280,085 301,043 -28,489 88. Fulton 245,550 240,772 240,253 +5,297 
43, Perry 138,392 153 ,824 165,211 ·26,819 
44. Delaware 235,397 244,975 259,780 -24,383 
45. Carroll 173,440 188,104 197,052 -23,612 
TABLE 8, TOTAL NUMBER OF OHIO FARMS, RANKED BY COUNTY, WITH C3ANGE 
FROM 1950 • 1959* 
Total Number or Farms il'!iange Total Number of Fama~- Cha!!15e 
Rank Count1 l2!H! l2:i0 Numb!!r E!!i::llent 1959 1950 Nwnber ~ercent 
Ohio 140,353 199 ,359 59,006 -29.60 41. Allhland 1,676 2,097 -421 -20.08 
1, Darke 3,439 4,307 -868 -20,15 42, Butler 1,672 2,471 -799 -32.34 
2. Wayne 2,655 3,288 -633 -19.25 43, Belmont 1,658 2,707 -1,049 -38.75 
3, Brown 2,483 2,913 -430 •14.76 44. Shelby 1,650 2,167 -517 -23,86 
4. Licking 2,435 3,457 -1,022 -29,56 45, Union 1,646 2,086 -440 -21,09 
5, wood 2,334 3,077 -743 -24,15 46, Rardin 1,639 2,071 -432 -20.86 
6. Ashtabula 2,295 3,843 -1,548 -40.28 47, Ross 1,628 2,386 -758 -31,77 
7. Stark 2,283 3,887 •l,604 -41.27 48. Guernsey 1,624 2,247 -623 -27,73 
8, Mercer 2,184 2,556 -372 -14,55 49, Coshocton 1,589 2,074 -485 -23.38 
9. Highland 2,170 2,652 -482 ·18.17 50, Defiance 1,589 1.914 -325 -16.98 
10,.Putnam 2,1,4 2,601 ·447 -17.19 51. Van Wert 1,569 l,932 -363 -18.79 
11. Hancock 2,137 2,565 -428 -16.69 5 2, Crawford 1,555 1,926 -371 -19.26 
12, Seneca 2,115 2,524 ·409 -16,20 53, Champaign 1,529 2,013 -484 -24.04 
13. Fulton 2,097 2,480 -383 ·15,44 54. Warren 1,475 2,194 -719 -32. 77 
14, Fairfield 2,090 2,782 -692 -24.87 55. Clinton l,462 1,827 -365 -19,98 
15, Adams 2,052 2,601 -549 -21.11 56, Greene 1,409 1,914 -sos -26.38 
16, Columbiana 2,044 3,028 -984 ·32.50 57. Franklin 1,383 2,641 -1,258 -47.63 
17, Montgomery 1,990 3,259 -1,269 -38,94 58. Pickaway 1,360 1,750 -390 -22.29 
18. Preble 1,969 2,361 -392 -16,60 59. Carroll 1,343 1,680 ·377 -20.06 
19, Miami 1,938 2,527 -589 ·23,31 60, Mahoning 1,326 2,306 •980 -42.50 
20, Lorain 1,929 2,875 -948 -32.97 61, Clark 1,307 1,853 -546 -29.47 
21. Trumbull 1,920 3,509 •l,589 -45.28 62, Meigs 1,301 1,891 -590 -31. 20 
22. Holmes 1,919 2,122 -203 - 9.57 63. Marion 1,279 1,530 -251 -16.41 
23, Muskingum 1,916 2,660 -7!.4 ·27.97 64, Wyandot 1,266 1,780 -514 -28,88 
24, Clermont 1,880 3,013 •l,133 ·37.60 65, Monroe 1,255 2,238 -983 -43.92 
25, Wesbington 1,862 2,9:t4 -1,062 -36.32 66, Paulding l,210 1,509 -299 -19.81 
26, Auglaize 1,848 2,216 -368 -16,61 67, Scioto 1,198 2,373 -1,175 -49.52 
27, Knox 1,833 2,449 -616 -25.15 68, Athens 1,189 2,025 ·836 •41,28 
28. Morrow 1,823 2,241 -418 -18.65 69, Perry 1,142 1,570 -428 -27.26 
29. Gallia 1,821 2,447 -626 -25.58 70, Lucas 1,137 2,042 •905 -44.32 
30. Williams l,815 2,159 -344 -15.93 71. Morgan l,131 1,766 -635 -35.96 
31. Henry 1,802 2,254 -452 -20.05 72. Noble 1,177 1,695 -518 -30,56 
32. Richland 1,769 2,538 -769 •:S0.30 73, Madison 1,114 1,344 -230 -17,11 
33. Portage l,767 2,930 -1,163 ·39.69 7 4. La-,;irence 1,090 2,155 -1,065 -49.42 
34, Huron 1,758 2,345 -587 -25,03 75. Ottawa 1,083 1,527 -444 -29.08 
35, Allen 1,755 2,560 -805 -31,45 
76. Fayette 1.066 1,362 -296 -21. 73 
36, Sandusky 1,743 2,130 -387 -18.17 77. Jackson 1,041 1,506 -465 -30.88 
37, Tuscarawaa 1,730 2,520 -790 -31.35 78. Geauga l,Olli 1,911 •897 -46.94 
38, Delaware 1,727 2,347 -620 -26.42 79. Pike 919 1,437 -518 -36.05 
39, Logan 1,694 2,165 .1.11 -21.76 80. Jefferson 871 1,455 -594 a40,55 
40. Medina 1,677 2,628 -951 -36.19 
*The definition of a farm was changed between 1954 and 1959. 
81. Harrison 863 1,301 -438 -33.67 
The reduction 82. Erie 832 1,272 .. 440 -34.S9 
in number of farms due to this change was 7,017 between 1954 and 1959, or a 83 • Hrunil ton 825 2,133 -1,308 -61,32 
reduction of 3,967. of the 1954 total number of farms. 84. Lake 783 1,118 .395 -33.53 
85, Hocking 723 1,237 -514 -41.55 
86. Summit 707 2,469 -1,762 -r~6 O~· Vintgn g~g l:~i~ -1:M~ ~ !· 0 • Cuva ORS - . ) 
TABLE 9. AVERAGE SIZE OF OHIO FARMS1 1959 a,1d 19501 RANKED BY COUNTY 
PcrcGDC P~nk Percent Perce!it "'.Rii"Slf"""l'ei"ceni!' 
1959 1950 1950 1959 1950 1950 
F.' l~i.~ 10~.~ Madison 2 9.2 l 20 ,9 1~5. Jef'ferson i3i.6 55 103,7 
2. Fayette 236.1 2 185.4 46. Mon<"oe 130.3 50 io5,9 
3. Pickaway 225.6 3 184.3 47. Carroll 129.l 31 117.3 
4. Paulding 201.7 4 163.0 48. Mercer 128.6 44 io9,9 
5. Ross 199.2 5 14~M 49. Fairfield 127.9 58 102,l 
6. Wyandot 189.3 8 139.4 50. Ashl,.md 127.8 43 110.2 
7, Ha1•riSOil 185,5 7 141.l 51. Meigs 127.8 51 io5,6 
8. Marion 176.o 6 143.8 52. Warren i27.5 52 105.4 
9. Clinton 162.2 11 133.6 53. Belmont 126.6 65 95.8 
10. Champaign 162.l 17 125.5 54. Auglaize 125.9 45 109,2 
11. Clark 162.0 27 120.5 55. Jackson 124.2 46 108.8 
12. Ha1·din 160.o 9 136.8 56. Scioto 124.2 70 "86.6 
13. Van Wert 159.5 l3 130.3 57. Tusc.Jrawas 123.9 54 104.o 
14. Coshocton 157·3 10 135.7 58. Wasbington 123.2 57 102,8 
15. Mor.son 156.o 20 124.8 59. Morrow 122.4 48 10[.1 
16. Greene 155.3 29 118.0 60. Richland 122.0 59 101,4 
17. Huron 154.3 26 121.3 61. Preble 121.6 49 107.l 
18. Seneca 153.7 14 130.2 62. Peny 121.2 53 105,2 
19· Union 153,1 21 124.7 63. Allen 117.4 69 89,0 
20. Hancock 151.2 23 124,2 64, Fulton 117.1 62 . 96,9 
21. Crawford 151.0 19 125.0 65. Holmes 115·9 36 114.1 
22. Hocking 148.6 15 128.6 66. Geaue;ci 114.o 67 92.6 
23. Defiance 148.0 16 126.7 67. Miami ll3o7 66 92.7 
24. Vinton 146.9 24 123.9 68. Wayne 112.6 63 96.8 
25. Logan 146.3 18 125.2 69. Ottaws 110.9 71 86.6 
26. Knox 146.2 25 121.8 70. GJlli3 109.5 64 96.8 
27. Noble 145.7 28 118.9 71. Brown 108.4 61 98.0 
28. Wood 145.7 35 115.5 72. A,htabula 105.9 72 86.4 
29. Athens 144.7 42 110.3 73, Darke 104.5 73 84.8 
30. Pike 144.7 12 132-3 74. Me dins 104.3 74 84.4 
31. Muskingum 144.3 30 117.6 75. Loroin 99.9 75 81.4 
32. Franklin 143.6 68 90.3 76. Columbia,1a 97.1 76 80.1 
33. Highlaud 142.3 22 124.5 77. L..;wrence 96.0 79 74.7 
34. Shelby 141.6 37 113.7 78. Trumbull 95.2 80 74.3 
35. Guernsey 138.8 32 116.6 79. Clermont 92.7 77 78.5 
36. Renry 138.8 40 111.0 80, Portase 91.7 78 77.0 
37. Erie i37.o 60 98.7 81. Mabomng 91.2 81 74.2 
38. Putnam 136.6 39 112.4 82. Stark 89.4 82 66.1 
39. Delaware 136.3 41 110.7 83. Lucas 88.7 84 59.4 
40. Sandusky 134.2 38 112.7 84, Montgomery 87.7 83 65.8 
41. Williams 133.8 33 i15.9 85, Hamilton 81.7 85 54.7 
42. Adams 132.8 34 115.7 86. Summit 70.9 87 43.6 
43. Licking 132.3 47 107.7 87. Lake 58.7 86 53.6 
44. Butler 131.6 56 102.8 88. Cuyahoga 34.5 88 32.0 
TABLE 10. COMPARISON, 1959 AND 1950, 1ltlllER AND PERCERr OJ!' OHIO FAIM3 U1UER 
10 ACRF.S, AND lO 'J:O 49 ACBm 
Under ll5 l\Cres 10=49 Acrea 
Under 10 Acres 10-49 Acres 1252 l22Q 1.2~ 1.950 
1259 1920 ~ 1950 OHIO 7109'/i. 5.1 1816tl3 9.li 1 13 u.1> 441071> 22.1 Licking 80 3.3 254 7.3 436 17.9 721 20.9 
Logan 72 4.3 198 9.1 333 i9.7 ~ 1.8.7 
Adams J.43 7.0 J.47 5.7 298 J.4.5 413 i5.9 Lorain 120 6.2 302 10.5 569 29.5 937 32.6 
Allen 91 5.2 346 13·5 358 20.4 615 24:0 Lucas 150 l3.2 456 22.3 380 33.4 765 37.5 
Ashland 47 2.8 J.33 6.3 2a5 17.0 359 17.1 Madison 65 5.a 86 6.4 119 10.7 152 u.3 
Ashtabula 80 3.5 292 7.6 530 23.1 l,023 26.6 
Athens 17 1.4 l39 6.9 206 i7.3 509 25.1 Mahonirlg 90 6.a 297 22.9 390 29.4 732 31.7 
Marion a5 6.6 l32 6.6 176 l3.6 235 15.4 
Auglaize lJ.6 6.3 l.85 8.3 337 l.8.2 4oJ. l.8.l Medina 69 4.1 2llf. 8.1 lf.26 25.4 716 27.2 
Belmont 47 2.6 274 10.1 326 i9.7 626 23.1 Meigs 49 3.a lJ.6 6.1 231 11.0 397 21.0 
Brown 124 5.0 llio lf..6 443 17.6 524 18.o Mercer 109 5.0 164 6.4 322 14.7 428 l.6.7 
Butler 74 4.4 305 12.3 333 19.9 533 21.6 
Carroll 26 1.9 6o 3.6 178 13.3 241 14.3 Miami 156 a.o 292 u.6 508 26.2 64o 25.3 
Monroe 6 0.5 93 4.2 l.61 12.8 4o6 18.l 
Champaign 76 5.0 197 9.8 295 19.3 392 19.5 Montgomery 176 a.8 651 20.0 690 34.7 J.,062 32.6 
Clark 101 7.7 276 14.9 27a 21.3 lf.23 22.8 Morgan 9 0.8 61 3.5 153 13°5 283 1.6.o CleI'IDOnt 89 4.7 277 9.2 512 27.2 914 30.3 Morrow 63 3,5 132 5.9 352 19.3 451 20.l. 
Clinton 46 3.1 J.31 7.2 211 14.4 257 J.4.l 
Columbiana 105 5.1 312 l.0.3 501 24.5 832 27.5 Muskingwn 62 3.2 172 6.5 334 l.7.4 517 l.9.4 
Boble l2 l.O 55 3.2 126 10.7 261 l.5.4 
Coshocton 54 3.4 l21i- 6.o 220 J.3.8 290 14.o ottawa Ji.3 4.0 124 a.1 262 24.2 417 27.3 
Crawford 58 3,7 l.67 8.7 241 15.5 296 15.4 Paulding 35 2.9 91 6.o 147 12.1 203 13-5 
Cuyahoga 244 42.4 562 35.i,. 224 3a.9 730 45.9 Perry 39 3,4 92 5.9 235 29.6 349 22.2 
Darke 232 6.7 395 9.2 817 23.8 l,109 25.7 
Defiance 73 4.6 ll7 6.1 208 l3.l 275 l.4.4 fickaway 71 5.2 130 7.4 l.88 13.8 238 13.6 
Pike 27 2.9 62 4.3 171 l.8.6 280 19.5 
Delaware 52 3.0 183 7.8 357 20.7 485 20.7 Portsge 75 lf..2 226 7,7 513 29.0 ~l 32.5 Erie 46 5.5 127 10.0 173 20.8 336 26.4 Preble a1 4.4 195 8.3 469 23.8 2 19.6 
Fairfield 134 6.4 292 10.5 437 20.9 595 21.4 Putnam 70 3,2 242 9.3 241 11.2 319 12.3 
Fayette 50 lf..7 108 7.9 226 11.8 179 J.3.l 
Franklin 123 8.9 469 17.a 340 24.6 7714. 29.3 Richland 7l 4.o 201 7.9 342 19.3 545 21.5 Ross 75 4.6 22J. 9.3 280 17.2 508 21.3 
Fulton 129 6.2 J.514- 6.2 356 17.0 q.55 18.3 Sandusky 108 6.2 J.62 7.6 3ll 17.8 374 17.6 
Gallia 96 5,3 J.38 5.6 386 21.2 569 23,3 Scioto 48 4.o 296 12.5 290 24.2 791(. 33.5 Geauga 42 4.1 133 7.0 229 22.6 55a 29.2 Seneca ll9 5.6 208 a.2 26o 12.3 310 12.3 Greene 89 6.3 220 11.5 253 l.8.0 359 l.8.a 
Guernsey 25 1.5 J.35 6.o 214 J.3.2 375 Jl).7 Shelby 81 4.9 177 3.2 237 14.4 377 17.4 Stark 197 8.6 686 17.6 662 29.0 l,251 32.2 Hamilton l.69 20.5 470 22.0 302 36.6 959 45.0 Swm.it lll 15.7 8J.3 32.9 261 36.9 918 37.2 Hancock 94 4.14- 1'4-B 5.a 290 J.3.6 351 13°7 Trumbull 83 14-.3 392 ll.2 512 26.7 l,103 31.4 Hardin 57 3.5 123 5.9 237 14.5 319 15.4 Tuscarawas 75 4.3 222 a.a 292 l.6.9 14-93 J.9.6 Harrison 20 2.3 6lf. 4., 128 114-.a 217 l.6.7 Henry 63 3.5 212 9. 22l l.2.3 244 10.a Union 7l 14..3 144 6.9 262 i5.9 376 la.o Van Wert 80 5.1 148 7.7 197 12.6 246 12.7 
Highland 67 3.1 144 5.4 308 1'4-.2 41.6 i5.7 Vinton 16 2.6 55 5.2 J.lO l.7.7 2l3 20.l Hocking 22 3,0 59 4.8 J.31 la.1 218 i7.6 Warren 39 2.6 170 7.7 312 21.2 497 22.7 Holmes ll3 5.9 115 5,q. 227 11.a 214-5 u.5 Washington 58 3.1 156 5.4 344 l.8.5 623 21.3 Huron 46 2.6 178 7.6 258 14.7 437 l.8.6 
Jackson 25 2.14- 96 6.4 21.6 ao.7 348 23.1 Wayne 217 8.2 301 9.2 479 l.8.o 7l8 21..8 Williams 89 4.9 llio 6.5 273 15.0 311 17.2 Jefferson 37 4.2 189 12.9 J.68 ~·3 327 22.3 Wood ll6 5.0 261 a.5 376 l.6.1 519 l.6.9 Knox 6o 3,3 138 5.6 26o 1' .2 413 l.6.9 Wyandot 31 2.4 l.65 9.3 156 12.3 257 14.4 Lake 129 l.6.5 243 20.6 37'4- 14-7.a 523 44.fi. Lawrence 58 5.3 210 9.7 332 30.5 793 36.a 
TABLE lJ., lUIBER AND PERCENr OF OHIO FARMS, 500 TO 999 JICllliB1 .ABD OYER 
l,000 ACRES, 1959 Am> 1959 
500-999 Acl'ea Over 12000 Acres 
2QQ-999 Acres Over 12000 Acres 1959 1950 1252 l22Q 
12~2 l92Q 1959 l.22Q 
mro 222i0 l.6 11421 0.7 ! 281 0.2 Ill8 O.l. Licking 39 l.6 28 0.8 3 O.l 0 o.o 
Logan 33 l.9 23 l.l 3 0.2 3 O.l 
Adalns 27 1..3 22 o.8 7 0.3 4 0.2 Lorain 9 0.5 6 0.2 J. O.l. 2 0.1 
.All.en J.5 0.9 8 0.3 0 o.o 0 o.o Lucas 9 0.8 8 o.lr- l 0.1 2 O.l. 
Ashland 16 1..0 8 o.4 3 0.2 0 o.o Madison 97 8.7 68 5.1 6 l.lr- l3 l.O 
Ashtabula 15 9.7 2 0.3 0 o.o 1 o.o 
Athens 23 i.9 16 o.8 5 o.4 3 0.1 Mahoning 5 o.4 4 0.2 2 0.2 1 o.o 
Marion 45 3.5 22 l.4 6 0.5 3 0.2 
Auglaize 19 1.0 15 0.7 l 0.1 0 o.o Medi'lla l3 o.8 2 0.1 2 0.1 l o.o 
Belmont 20 1.2 llr- 0.5 3 0.2 1 o.o Meigs 20 1.5 llr- 0.7 2 0.2 1 0.1 
Brown ll o.4 2 O.l Ir- 0.2 2 0.1 Mercer 21 l.O l3 0.5 0 o.o 0 o.o 
Butler 28 1..7 14 o.6 l o.o 0 o.o 
Carroll l.O 0.7 9 0.5 l 0.1 0 o.o Miami l3 0.7 l2 0.5 2 0.1 3 0.1 
Monroe l3 l.O 6 0.3 0 o.o 1 o.o 
Champaign 37 2.lr- 23 1..1 8 0.5 2 0.1 Montgomery l2 o.6 8 0.2 0 o.o l. o.o 
CJ.ark 59 lr-.5 lr-3 2.3 Ir- 9.3 8 o.Ji. Morgan 29 2.6 19 l..l 2 0.2 0 o.o 
CJ.ermont 9 0.5 7 0.2 l 0.1 0 o.o Morrow J.li. 0.8 5 0.2 0 o.o 0 o.o 
Clinton 4lr- 3,0 22 1..2 5 0.3 1 0.1 
Columbiana 10 0.5 8 0.3 0 o.o 1 o.o Muskingum 48 2.5 31 1..2 5 0.3 l o.o 
If ob le 22 l..9 10 o.6 0 o.o 2 O.l. 
Coshocton 36 2.3 27 l..3 7 o.4 2 0.1 ottawa ll 1.0 4 0.3 0 o.o 0 o.o 
Crawi'ord 28 l..8 l.4 0.7 2 0.1 3 0.2 Paulding 61 5.0 24 l..6 4 0.3 3 0.2 
Cuyahoga l 0.2 l 0.1 l 0.2 2 0.1 Perry l.0 0.9 9 o.6 2 0.2 0 o.o 
Darke l.0 0.3 l o.o 0 o.o 0 o.o 
Defiance 26 J.,6 l.O 0.5 0 o.o 2 0.1 Pickaway 107 7.9 79 4.5 l5 J.,l 6 0.3 
Pike 19 2.1 26 l.8 7 o.8 7 0.5 
Delaware 25 1..4 15 o.6 4 0.2 1 o.o Portage 10 0.6 6 0.2 l 0.1 l o.o 
Erie 23 2.8 5 o.4 l 0.1 0 o.o Preble 19 1.0 8 0.3 0 o.o 0 o.o 
Fairfield 34 l.6 17 o.6 4 0.2 2 0.1 Putnam 10 0.5 lO o.lt. 0 o.o 0 o.o 
Fayette 96 9.0 6o 4.4 u 1.0 J.4 l..O 
Franklin 47 3.4 26 1.0 6 o.4 3 0.1 Richland 21 l.2 8 0.3 l O.l 3 0.1 
Ross lll 6.8 83 3,5 25 l..5 1.5 o.6 
Fulton 9 o.4 3 0.1 0 o.o 0 o.o Sandusky 17 l.O 7 0.3 2 O.l 0 o.o 
Gallia 23 1.3 17 0.7 ]. 0.1 0 o.o Scioto 25 2.l 20 0.8 7 o.6 6 0.3 
Geauga 8 o.a 10 0.5 5 0.5 3 0.2 Seneca 3lr- 1.6 19 0.8 l o.o l o.o 
Greene 38 2.7 25 J...3 6 0.4 3 0.2 
Guernsey 20 1.2 20 0.9 l 0.1 l. o.o Shelby l.7 l.O 8 o.lr- 2 0.1 l o.o 
Stark 15 0.7 3 O.l l o.o l o.o 
Hemilton l2 1..5 l.O 0.5 2 0.2 2 O.l Summit 5 0.7 2 0.1 0 o.o 0 o.o 
Hancock 30 1..4 ll o.4 2 0.1 0 o.o Trumbull l.2 o.6 9 0.3 3 0.2 2 0.1 
Hardin 30 1.8 19 0.9 4 0.2 5 0.2 Tuscarawas 21 1.2 1.li. o.6 0 o.o l o.o 
Barri son 24 2.8 22 l..7 7 o.a 6 0.5 
Henry J.O o.6 8 o.4 l. 0.1 0 o.o Union 34 2.1 20 1.0 3 0.2 2 O.l. Van Wert 26 1.7 l2 o.6 l 0.1 1 0.1 
Highland 33 1.5 24 0.9 l. o.o 2 0.1 Vinton 14 2.3 20 l.9 3 0.5 2 0.2 
Hockins J.7 2.4 23 1.9 6 o.6 2 0.2 Warren l3 0.9 9 o.4 6 o.4 5 0.2 Holmes ll o.6 5 0.2 2 0.1 0 o.o Washington 17 0.9 ll o.4 1 0.1 0 o.o 
Huron 33 l.9 l3 o.6 4 0.2 4 0.2 
Jackson ll l.1 J.4 0.9 2 0.2 0 o.o Wayne 19 0.7 10 0.3 5 0.2 5 0.2 WillialllS 15 o.8 5 0.2 0 o.o 0 o.o Jefferson 17 2.0 10 0.7 l. 0.1 2 0.1 Wood 26 l.l l8 o.6 5 0.2 3 0.1 Knox 37 2.0 22 0.9 5 0.3 2 0.1 W7andot 43 3.4 29 1.6 7 o.6 3 0.2 take l 0.1 6 0.5 3 o.4 l. 0.1 
Lawrence 9 o.8 8 o.4 2 0.2 l. o.o 
TABLK.12+ PERCENT OP' LAND IN FARMS, RANKED BY COUNTY 
1959 1954 · ------i950 
OEl!O 70,6 76.Z 79,9 1959 ---1954· -1950 
1. Fayette 96,8 98.8 97.2. 46. Warren 72.0 81.9 88.6 
2.. Mercer 96.6 95.8 96.7 47. Coshocton 71.6 73,3 80.7 
3. Van Wert 95,6 93,5 96,2 48. Ottawa 71.4 75.8 78.5 
4. Hancock 94.9 91.6 93,6 49, Carroll 69,8 75.8 79.4 
s. Putnam 94,6 91.9 94.0 so. llichland 67.9 79.9 80.9 
6, Pickaway 94.5 94.4 i9.4 51. Guernsey 67.8 76.8 78.9 
7. Fulton 94.3 92.4 92.2 52. Erie 67.5 72.4 74.3 
8, Henry 93,9 94.1 93.9 53. Hoble 67.2 73.5 78,9 
9, Madison 93,5 93.3 93.6 54. Gallia 66.2 73.9 78.6 
10, Darke 92.9 90,S 94,3 SS. Morgan 66.1 78.0 82.4 
11. Seneca 92.2 92.4 93.2 56. Muakiagulll 65,2 75.8 13.1 
12. Wyandot 92,2 94,7 95.5 57. Medina 64.5 78.l 81.7 
13, Paulding 91.7 89.7 92.4 58. Harrison 62.l 62.0 71.2 
14. Auglaize 90.9 90,9 94,5 59. Belmont 61.3 64.6 75. 7 
15, Crawford 90,8 89,6 93,l 60. Lorain 60.8 70.4 73.9 
16, Union 90,8 88,3 93,6 61. Tuscarawas 60.8 73.2 74.3 
17. Clinton 90.1 88,9 92.6 62. Meigs 59.9 67.9 71.9 
18. Williams 90.1 90,3 92,8 63. ClermJnt 59.5 72.8 80.7 
19, Shelby 89.2 91.8 94,2 64. M:intgomery 58.6 66.3 72.l 
20, Sandusky 89.2 88.0 91.5 65. Columbiana 58.0 69.3 70.9 
21, l>Uiance 89.6 88,6 92.4 66. Franklin 57.8 .63.2 69.3 
22, Champaign 89.4 89,6 91.2 67. Washington 56.3 68.l 73.7 
23. Bardin 87.7 93.2 94.5 68. Monroe 56.2 71.1 81.4 
24. Highland 87.6 90,8 93,l 69, Stark 55,6 63.8 70.0 
25, Preble 87.6 89,0 92,3 70. Ashtabula 53.8 69.4 73.5 
26. Marion 86,8 84.7 84.9 71. AthenB 53.3 64.5 69.2 
27. Morrow 86.3 89.3 92.8 72. Perry 52.9 58.8 63,l 
28. Wood 86.0 86.8 89,8 73. Portage 50.3 63.7 69.9 
29, Brown 85,6 88.5 90.9 74. Jackson 48.1 57.6 60.9 
30, Huron 85,3 87.7 89,4 75. Pike 46.9 59.7 67,1 
31. Wayne 84.8 90.l 90.3 76. Trumbull 46.l 59.5 65,7 
32, Miami 84.6 85,8 89.9 17. Lucas 46.0 55,l 55.3 
33. Logan 84.0 88,6 91.9 78. Mahoning 45.1 58.4 63.8 
34. Delaware 83.6 83.4 88.4 79. Geauga 44.4 60.4 67,9 
35. Fairfield 82,7 86,5 87.9 80. .Jefferson 43,6 53.7 57,8 
8 
36, Clark 82,3 8.5,3 86,8 81. Hocking 40,0 53,l 59.0 
37, Holmes 82,2 88.7 89.6 82. Scioto 38.2 37,1 52,8 
38, Qreene 82.2 83.7 84.8 83. Lawrence 35.9 49,7 55.l 
39. Ashland 80.l 86.5 86.4 84. Vinton 34,6 45,4 49,8 
40. Knox 80.0 85.5 88.9 85, Lake 30.9 41,0 42.6 
41, Allen 78,5 81.9 86.9 86, Hmnilton 25.4 38.1 44.0 
42. Ross 73,8 77.1 81,4 87. Sllllllllit 19.0 35.2 40.8 
43. Licking 73,3 84.5 84.8 88. Cuyahoga 6,8 11.6 17.4 
44, Butler 73,0 82.0 84,3 
45, Adams 72,4 74.4 80,0 
TABLE 13. N1JMBBJl OF C<llMBRCIAL l'AIDIS Iii OHIO. RANEBD BY COUNTY, 1950·1959 
Tota! Number o'l Commercia! Pf!!mB 
1259 1950 Difference Percsnt Change 1959 1950 Dif terence Percent Charute ggo 85,035 1341456 491421 -36176 
1. Darke 2,375 3,619 -1,244 -34.37 46. Marion 922 1,298 -376 •28.97 
2. Wood 1,853 2,657 -804 -30,26 47. Medina 9C8 1,728 •820 ·47.45 
3, Putnam 1,845 2,344 -499 -21.29 48. Clark 904 1,322 -418 •31.62 
4. Wayne 1,842 2,624 -782 •29,BO 49. Jranklin 903 1,699 -796 -46.85 
S. Hancock 1,808 2,299 -491 •21.36 SO. Fayette 867 1,176 -309 -26.18 
6. Mercer 1,718 2,266 -548 -24,18 51, Madison 866 1,189 •323 -27.17 
7 •. seueea 1,621 2,199 •578 -26.28 52. Warren 863 1,518 ·655 -43.15 
8. Fulton 1,605 2,151 ·546 -25.38 53. Richland 862 1,586 •724 ·45.65 
9. Henry 1,571 2,053 -482 -23.48 54. Coshocton 851 1,388 •537 -38.69 
10. Highland 1,506 2,141 -635 -29.66 55, PauldiqJ 819 1,328 -509 •38.33 
11. Brown 1,479 2,355 •876 •37e20 56. Tuscarawas 818 1,404 -586 -41.74 
12. Holmes 1,447 1,730 
-283 -16,36 57. Portage 817 1,511 -694 -45.93 
13, Sandusky 1,371 1,788 -417 •23,32 58, Trumbull 815 1,567 -752 -47.99 
14. Fairfield 1,359 1,967 ·608 •30.91 59, Clermont 811 1,580 -769 -48.67 
15. Auglll'ize 1,343 1,884 -541 -28.72 60, Belmont 803 1,405 -602 -42.85 
16, Stark 1,339 2,096 -757 -36.12 61, Muskingum 791 1,487 -696 -46.81 
17. Hardin 1,330 1,842 -512 -27.80 62. Lucas 744 1,169 -425 -36.36 
18. Preble 1,286 1,869 -583 -31.19 63. Ottawa 740 1,185 -445 -37.55 
19, Williama 1,281 1,880 -599 -31.86 64. Washington 706 1,539 -833 -54.13 
20. Van Wert 1,280 1,157 -477 -27.15 65. Gallia 691 1,346 -655 -48.66 
21. Licking 1,247 2,342 -1,095 ·46.75 66, Guernsey 657 1,267 -610 -48,15 
22. Shelby 1,237 1,849 -612 ·33.10 6 7. Mahoning 625 1,228 -603 -49,10 
23, Adame 1,237 1,970 -733 -37.21 68, Monroe 601 1,208 -607 -S0,25 
24. Huron 1,234 1,786 •522 -30.91 69, Erie 598 878 -280 •31,89 
25. Allen 1,222 1,914 •692 -36.15 10. Carroll 596 1,003 -40J -40,58 
26. Miami 1,214 1,931 ·717 -37.13 71. Perry 517 821 -304 •37.03 
Z7. Del&are l,180 1,726 -546 ·31.63 72, Hamilton 512 988 -476 -48.18 
28. Logan 1,118 1,700 -582 ·34.24 73. Athens 484 892 -408 -45.74 
29, Knox 1,101 1,826 -725 -39.70 74, Meigs 481 939 -458 -48.78 
30, Clinton 1,086 1,493 -407 •27.26 75. Geauga 474 ll97 -523 -52.46 
31, Cranord 1,083 1,597 -514 -32.19 76, !ilrgan 467 1,077 •610 •56.64 
32. Butler 1,066 1,679 ·613 ·36,Jl 77. Noble 465 1,125 ·660 •58.67 
33, .Ashtabula 1,060 1,940 •880 -45,36 78. Scioto 438 821 •383 -46,6, 
34. Defiance 1,060 1,643 -583 •35.48 79. P:l.ke 437 681 -244 -35.n 
35. Pickaway 1,059 1,489 -430 -28,88 80. Lake 369 488 -119 -24.39 
36, Union 1,058 1,744 ·686 -39.33 81. Harrison 362 721 -359 -49.79 
37, Chapaign 1,054 1,592 ·538 •33.79 82, Jackson 357 li63 -306 -46,15 
38, Wyandot 1,038 1,537 -499 -31.47 83. Cu7ahoga 315 665 •350 -52.63 
19. llDutgomery 1,013 1,983 •970 -48.92 84. Lawrence 313 723 -410 -56,71 
40. Greens 1,003 1,447 -444 -30,68 85, Jefferson 297 587 -290 -49.40 
41. Aabland 998 1,522 ·524 •34,43 86. SU.it 286 759 -473 -62.32 
42. Lorain 998 1,724 -726 -42.11 87, Vinton 219 348 ·129 -37,07 
43. Harrow 97& 1,672 -697 -41,69 88. Hocking 190 518 -328 -63,32 
"4,, loH 939 1,355 -416 -30.70 
45. C01\llllbillll4 935 1,652 -717 -43,40 
TABLE l.4~ PER CENr OF FJIRl.E THAT ARE CQM.IERCIAL FARMS BY RANK OF 
COUNTIES, l.9591 l.95lf., and l.950 
Percent Rank Percent Rank Percent Percent R&Jlk Percent Rank Percent 
l.959 125lf. 125lf. 1950 1950 1959 1954- 1954 1950 1950 
OHIO 60.5 69.7 0:7.4 45. Knox 60.1 39 75.0 39 7!1'.6 
46. Brown 59.6 41 74.2 26 80.8 
1. He pry 87.2 6 9<>.5 l 91.1 47. Ashland 59.5 50 69.4 41 72.6 
2. Putnam 85.7 2 92.9 3 90.1 48. Stark 58.7 54 61.1 66 53.9 
3. Hancock 84.6 4 91.2 4 89.6 49. Warren 58.5 48 70.4 44 69.2 
4. Wyandot 82.0 18 86.2 14 86.3 
5. Van Wert 81..6 7 90.0 2 90.9 50. Ross 57.7 61 57.6 58 56.8 51.. Cuyahoga 54.7 85 37.1 81 41..9 
6. Fayette 81.3 19 86.o l3 86.3 52. Medina 5Ji..1 51 65.3 50 65.8 
7. Hardin 81..l l. 93.0 5 88.9 53 • Coshocton 53.6 li-5 11.7 48 66.9 
8. Wood 79.IJ. 3 92.1 l2 86.IJ. 54. Morrow 53.5 36 77.9 38 74.6 
9. Mercer 78.7 9 89.8 6 88.7 
J.O, Sandusky 78.7 17 86.5 21 83.9 55. Lorain 51.7 58 59.0 55 6o.o 56. Licking 51..2 49 69.7 47 67.7 
lJ., Pickaway 77,9 10 89.8 18 85.1 57. Montgomery 50.9 47 70.5 51J. 6o.8 
1.2. Madison 77.7 26 82.7 7 88.5 58. Richland 48.7 43 72.9 52 62.5 
13· Seneca 76.6 ll 89.4 9 87.1 59. Belmont 48.4 59 58.7 72 51..9 
l.IJ.. Fulton 76.5 14 87.5 ll 86.7 
15. Holmes 75.4 2J. 84,5 25 81.5 6o. Monroe 47.9 53 ()1.7 65 54.o 61. Pike 47.6 83 41..l. 76 47.4 
16, Shelby 75.0 l2 88.3 1.6 85.3 62. Tuscarawas 47 .3 67 5Ji..5 61 55.7 
17. Clinton 74.3 15 87.4 24 81..7 63. Mahoning 47.1 63 56.5 67 53.3 
l8. Auglaize 72.7 5 91.0 17 85.0 64. Lake IJ.7 .1 80 41..7 83 41.4 
19. Marion 72.1 30 81.4 19 84.8 
20. Erie 71.9 34 79.5 IJ.5 69.0 65. Geauga 46.7 65 55.8 71 52.2 
66. Portage 46.2 72 52.3 73 51.6 
21. Greene 11.2 35 78.0 36 75.6 67. Ashtabula 46.2 11 50.2 74 50.5 
22, WillialllS 70.6 16 87.0 10 87.1 68. Columbiana 45.7 66 55.2 64 5Ji..6 
23, Huron 70.2 29 81.5 34 76.2 69. Perry 45,3 68 51i-.4 70 52.3 
24. Crawford 69.6 13 87.5 23 82.9 
25. Allen 69.6 28 81.8 37 74.8 70. Carroll 44.4 56 59,5 56 59.7 
71. Clermont 43.1 6li- 56.3 69 52.4 
26. Highland 69.4 27 82.4 27 80.7 72. Trumbull 52.4 75 50.8 78 44.7 
27, Wayne 69.4 32 80.9 28 79.8 73, Harrison 41.9 70 53.2 62 55.4 
28. Clark 69.2 li-4 72.3 42 71-3 74. Morgan 41..3 6o 58.3 53 61..0 
29, Dnrke 69.1 ?O 84,7 20 84.o 
30. Champaign 68.9 38 75.5 30 79.1 75. Muskingum 41..3 62 57.3 6o 55.9 
76. Athe.ns 4o.7 84 38.0 79 44.o 31. ottawa 68.3 46 71.l 32 77.6 77. Guernsey 40.5 76 50.7 59 56.4 
32. Delaware 68.3 31 81..2 4o 73.5 78. Summit 40.5 87 33.3 88 30.7 
33. Paulding 67.7 25 83.1 8 88.0 79. Noble 39.5 55 59.8 49 66.4 31i-. Defiance 66.7 8 69.9 15 85.8 
35. Logan 66.o 33 79.9 31 78.5 80. Gallia 37,9 71 52.7 63 55.0 
65.4 
81.. Washington 37 .9 69 54.4 68 52.6 36. Lucas 57 59.;i. 57 51.2 82. Meigs 37.0 74 50.9 75 49.7 37. Prebl.e 65.3 37 77.8 29 y9.2 83. Scioto 36.6 73 51.6 85 34.6 38. Franklin 65.3 40 74.5 51 64.3 8!1-. Vinton 35.3 88 27.7 87 32.9 39. Fairfield 65.0 42 73.7 43 70.7 4o. Union 64.3 23 84.o 22 83.6 85. ilackson 3li-.3 78 Ji.5.3 80 44.o 86. Jefi'erson 34.1 82 41.1. 84 4o.l li-1. Butler 63.8 52 64.6 Ji.6 67.9 87. Lawrence 28.7 86 34.6 86 33.5 42. Miami 62.6 22 84.2 33 76.4 88. Hocking 26.3 81. 41.7 82 41..9 43. Hamilton 62.l ~' 42.7 77 46,3 44. Mos 6o.3 83.2 35 75.7 
TABLE 15. PERCIINT OF FARM OPERA'lORS WORKING OFF THEIR FARMS, RANKED BY 
COUNTY, 1959, 1954, AND 1950 
Percent Rank Percent Rank Percent - ----~;.;-;:;,t -Ra..'lk Percent Rank Percent 
1959 1954 1954 1950 1950 
_1959 1954 1954 ___ j.lli_ . __ _!950_~-
OHIO 51.2 sI.5 44.5 -46. Medina 51.3 33 55.0 28 l!n.2 
1, Portage 64,3 3 69.2 9 57.7 47. Lo~an 50.7 49 1.9. 7 59 3'1.2 
2, Hocking 63,8 12 62,6 3 60.5 48. Fulton 51).2 '•4 4<;.!l 6.'1 36.6 
3, Carroll 62,9 34 54.9 29 49.0 49. Preble '.>0.8 i~J, 50.5 56 110.1 
4, Trumbull 61,l 6 66,3 2 62,6 50. Williams :;o.a 59 A3.5 (>) 37.5 
5, Columbiana 62. l 35 54.8 16 54.1 51, Huron 50,i •\l 50.8 5.l 41.7 
6, Morgan 61.5 21 59.0 37 46,2 52, Defiance 50.6 51 49.3 6:1 36 .. 3 
7, Vinton 61.S 5 66.8 6 57,8 53, Butler 50.5 30 5.0.0 36 "6.3 
8. Muskingum 61,0 7 66,0 26 50,l 54. Lucas 50.5 14 t2.l H 52. l 
9. Perry 60,1 47 49,8 25 50,8 55. Allen 50,3 M 49.8 50 l:?..3 
10, Washington 60,0 27 56,3 31 47.5 56. l'au ltling 50.0 79 3'l.4 i)() 3S,l 
11, Harrison 59,8 56 48,8 23 52,0 57, sr.elby 48.6 65 46.2 {~"/. 36.() 
12. Scioto 59,8 28 56,l 10 57.6 58, Crawford 48.0 57 48.5 '37 :M,1 
13. Morrow 59.6 31 55.2 47 43.5 59. Sandusky 48.0 54 49.2 61 38.2 
14. Lawrence 59,5 2 69.9 12 55.7 60. Uayne t.1 .7 52 49.4 51 40.5 
15, Richland 59.1 37 53.7 22 52.3 61. Clark 47.5 24 57.0 48 43.5 
16. Jefferson 58,9 26 56,3 5 58,8 62, Franklin 47.4 32 5~.l 114 44.7 
17. Athens 58.7 42 50.5 17 53,3 63, Henry 46.9 74 41.5 85 29.6 
18. Monroe 58,6 15 61.7 34 46,5 64, ~lercer 46.2 78 39.l 71 35.1 
19, Montgolll'ary 58,6 25 56,5 18 52,8 65, Union 46.1 72 42.3 73 34.6 
20, Clermont 58.4 22 57,3 20 52,7 66, Champaign 45.9 68 44,0 58 39.3 
21. Guernsey 58,0 46 49,7 39 45,8 67, Ross 45.4 50 49.4 40 45.7 
22, Tuscarawas 58,0 4 67,2 l/1 54.7 68. Wood 45.0 75 40.9 74 34.5 
23. Mahoning 57.6 10 63.2 8 57,8 69. Van \lert 45,0 84 35.3 81 32.0 
24. Meigs 57,0 20 58.9 30 48.7 70. Brown 45.0 69 43,S 83 31,l 
25, Lake 56.8 8 64,6 7 57.7 71. Marion 44.7 73 42.l 72 34,8 
26, Jackson 56.8 11 62,7 24 51,1 72. Auglaize 44.5 71 42.8 69 35,6 
27, Miami 56.7 38 52.4 49 43.2 73. Seneca 43.0 66 45.5 80 32,2 
28, Sum:nit 56.6 1 78,l l 67.7 74. Greene 42.9 55 49,0 66 36,5 
29. Stark 56.4 29 56.0 4 57,9 15. Erie 42.8 63 46.9 51 41.9 
30, Ashtabula 55.9 17 60,1 15 54.5 76, Hancock 42.7 77 39.6 77 33.1 
31, Pike 55.8 23 57.0 32 47.2 77. Holmes 42.4 70 42.8 70 35.5 
32. Ashland 55.0 36 53.7 35. 46,4 78. Hardin 42.1 83 37,2 82 31.6 
33, Coshocton 54.8 61 47.4 33 46.9 79. Adams 42.0 81 37.8 76 33.5 
34. Gallia 54.7 60 47,7 52 41,6 80, Putnam 41,2 85 34.7 86 28.5 
35. Belmont 54,6 39 52.l 42 44.8 81, Wyandot 40.8 87 34.4 79 32.8 
36, Knox 54,3 48 49.6 45 44.5 82, Clinton 40.4 80 38.3 68 35.8 
37, Geauga 54.2 9 63.3 13 55.2 83, Highland 40,l 76 39.9 75 33.9 
38. Licking 53,S 53 49,1 38 45.8 84, Hamilton 39.2 64 46.7 27 49.4 
39, Ottawa 53.0 58 48,S 43 44.7 85, Pickaway 38.S 86 34.6 78 33,0 
40, Noble 52.5 16 61,5 54 41.7 86. Cuyahoga 37.5 19 59.0 11 55.8 
41. Warren 52,5 40 51.7 41 45.0 87. Madison 36.2 82 37.7 84 31.1 
42. Darke 51.9 62 47.S 62 37,7 88, Payette 34.l 88 31.7 88 27.4 
43, Lorain 51.8 13 62,4 21 52.4 
44. Fairfield 51.6 18 59.3 46 43.9 
45, Delaware 51.5 67 45.2 55 41.2 
TABLE 16, PERCENT OF FARM OPERATORS WORKING OFF THEIR FARMS 100 
OR MORE DAYS BY RANK OF COUNTIES, 1959 &54* 
Percent Ran_k __ Percent Percent Rank Percent 
1959 1954 1954 1959 1954 1954 
OHIO 37,96 37 l 
46, Monroe 38.25 55 33.4 
1, Trumbull 56,04 4 57,8 47. Delaware 37,75 57 32,3 
2. Portage 55.57 2 60,4 48. Allen 36.64 54 33.4 
3. Carroll 51.82 23 45.9 49. Darke 36.49 65 27.9 
4. Jefferson 50.86 21 46.9 50, Fairfield 36.36 37 39.6 
5. Hocking 50.76 18 47.5 
51. Huron 36.35 39 38.7 
6, Summit 50.64 l 72.2 52, Defiance 36,25 59 30,7 
7. Lawrence 50.64 5 56.3 53, Logan 36,07 56 32.3 
8, Lake 50.06 3 58,4 54. Franklin 35,72 24 43.9 
9. Columbiana 50.00 20 47,0 55. Ross 35.44 46 36.8 
10, Pet:ry 50.00 38 39.0 
56. Williams 34.93 63 28,8 
11. Richland 49.75 28 42.8 57. Clark 34,58 35 40.2 
12. Clermont 49.63 17 47.4 58. Sandusky 34.37 58 31.0 
13. Vinton 49.35 12 49.3 59. Cuyahoga 34.20 7 53,7 
14. Mahoning 48.64 8 53.4 60. Crawford 34.08 64 28,4 
15. Muskingum 48.38 13 49.0 
61. Paulding 33.97 76 24,3 
16. Montgomery 48.29 26 43.6 62., Hamilton 33,94 30 41,7 
17. Tuscarawas 48.09 6 53.8 63, Wayne 33.U 60 30.7 
18. Morgan 47.30 34 40.5 64. Fulton 33.09 61 29.5 
19. Stark 47 .04 19 47.l 65, Union 32.93 73 25.9 
20. Scioto 46.99 29 42.l 
66. Shelby 32,67 67 27.8 
21. Morrow 46.96 36 40.0 67. Champaign 31.72 66 27.9 
22. Ashtabula 46.62 14 48.3 68. Marion 31.43 70 26.5 
23. Washington 46.46 32 41.2 69. Greene 30.80 62 29.1 
24. Harrison 45.65 51 34.5 70. Erie 30.65 52 34.2 
25, Guernsey 45.44 49 35.2 
71. Wood 30.08 74 25,2 
26. Jackson 44.19 16 47.7 72. Seneca 29.98 68 27.5 
27. Athens 43.82 41 38.4 73. Auglaize 29.50 75 25.0 
28, Pike 43.20 22 46.3 74. Brown 28.92 72 26,0 
29, Warren 43.19 33 41.0 75. Mercer 28,30 78 23.4 
30, Coshocton 42.86 53 33.7 
76, Holmes 25.79 69 26.9 
31. Licking 42.83 42 37.8 77. Van Wert 25.75 88 14.2 
32. Lucas 42.57 10 51,6 78. Henry 25.42 79 23.2 
33. Ashland 42.36 40 38.3 79. Clinton 25,58 77 23,8 
34. Lorain 42.35 9 53.l so. Wyandot 24,88 82 19.9 
35, Belmont 42.28 44 37.4 
Sl. Highland 24.65 7l 26.2 
36. Meigs 42.28 31 41.5 82. Hancock 24.47 80 22.9 
37. Geauga 42.21 11 50.2 83. Hardin 24.47 85 17.5 
38, Medina 41.98 15 47.8 84. Adams 24.22 84 17.8 
39. Butler 41.15 25 43.8 85. Putnam 22.84 83 18.l 
40. Miami 40.71 47 35.7 86, Pickaway 22.21 81 20,9 
87. Madison 21.81 87 16,5 
41, Knox 40,70 45 37.2 88. Fayette 19.14 86 17.5 
42. Gallia 40,53 48 35.3 
43. Preble 39,21 50 34.5 *For 1940 and 1950 date see Table 45, Andrews & Snow Agricultural Economics 44. Noble 39.17 27 43.2 and Rural Sociology Mimeo AD 248, 45. Ottawa 38.SO 43 37.7 
TABLE 17. PER CENT OF FARM OPERATORS WI'l'H CY.L'HER INCOME OF F M!LY 
EXCJmDING VALUE OF FARM PRODUCTS SOLD, RANKED BY 
COUNrY, 1959 AND 1949 
Pei·cel'it Rank Percent Percent Rack Percent 
~~~ ;242 lr. 1222 1242 1949 ?lmJ ~ '* l. Hockiris 69.6 3 57, 45. Ashliiiid 41.7 42 33.3 2. Scioto 67.2 g 55.4 46. Fairfield 4o.9 4o 33.5 3. Jef'1'erson 66.2 54.7 47, Miami 4o.4 47 29.5 
4. Vinton 65.6 7 54.3 48. Cuyahoga 40.1 11 49.2 
5. Portage 65.0 lO 50.7 49. FrSllklin 4o.o 44 32.4 
6. Trumbull 64.2 4 56.7 50. Delaware 39.1 46 30.6 
7. Perry 63.2 l2 48.7 51. Clark 38.8 51 28.8 
8. Pike 61.9 l3 47,9 52. Logan 38.7 6o 23.4 
9. Washington 6J..5 26 42.5 53. Preble 38.4 56 27.0 
10. Carroll 6J..3 36 38.0 54. Huron 38.2 53 28.6 
ll. Gell1a 6o.9 34 38.6 55· Allen 38.0 52 28.8 
12. Clermont 60.7 15 45.8 56. Hamilton 37.1 J.4 46.5 
l3, Lawrence 6o.3 J. 65.3 57. Union 36.8 71 18.7 
14. MuskillSUlll 60.0 29 40.9 58. Darke 36.1 62 21.8 
15. Athens 59,5 8 50.8 59· Williams 35.6 72 18.6 
16. Meigs 59.0 21 43.5 60. Brown 35.4 68 19°3 
17. Guernse:r 58.9 32 4o.o 61. Defiance 34.9 75 18.0 
18. Lske 58.l 9 50.8 62. Adams 34.5 59 24.l 
19. Summ1t 57.9 2 62.0 63. Crawford 34.o 65 20.4 
20. Columbiana 57.7 27 41.8 64. Champaign 33,7 58 24.6 
21. Morgsn 57.5 37 37,7 65. Greene 33.7 57 26.4 
22. Harrison 56.8 23 42.9 66. Wayne 33.5 61 22.5 
23, Noble 56.0 48 29.1 67. Shelby 33.1 73 18.5 
24. Mahoning 55.4 18 44.7 68. Auglaize 32.4 63 21.7 
25. Ashtabula 54.8 16 45.8 69. Highland 32.1 67 20.3 
26. Stark 54.l 28 41.3 70. Sandusk;'f 3l.9 66 20.4 
27. Richland 52.9 38 36.7 71· Fulton 31.5 74 18.3 
28. Montgomeey 52.6 30 40.9 72. Marion 31.4 79 16.7 
29, BelJDont 52.5 20 44.4 73, Paulding 30.7 76 18.0 
30. Morrow 52.4 50 28.8 74. Erie 30.3 49 28.9 
31. Monroe 51.6 24 42.6 75. Seneca 29.3 69 19·1 
32. Tuscarawas 51.5 25 42.6 76. llood 28.7 70 19.0 
33. Jackson 51.0 17 45.0 77, Mercer 28.5 77 17.6 34. Coshocton 50.4 45 32.0 78. Holmes 27.9 78 17.6 
35. Lorain 49.3 33 38.9 79. Pickaway 25.7 Bo 16.5 
36. Medina 48.7 35 38.4 80. Clinton 25.3 64 20.9 
37. Geauga 48.o 19 44.5 81. MadisDll 24.l 83 15.3 38. Licking 45.2 43 33.1 82. Hardin 23.7 84 14.3 
39. Butler 45.1 39 34.9 83, WYandot 22.s 81 15.5 4o. Ross 44.8 31 4o.3 84. Fayette 21.8 88 10.9 
41. Warren 43.7 41 33.4 85 • Hel'll'Y 21.7 87 u.2 42. Knox 43.4 54 28.l 86. Van Wert 21.7 85 33.6 43. Lucas 42.3 22 43.1 87. Hancock 21.3 82 15°5 44. ottawa 41.7 55 27.7 88. Putnam 19.4 86 12.3 
'!'ABLE 18. AVERAGE AGE OF AIL FARM OPERATORS REPORTING, RANKED 
BY comm, 1959 P.ND 1954, A.l\/D 1940 
Pe,·cent Rank Percent Rank Percent Per<'ent Rank Percent Rank Percent 
1222 1224 1954 12!±0 1940 45. Ricbl&lld 1252 
1254 1?~4o 12!±0 
OHIO 50.2 50.(5 50.8 51.2 55 50. 57 50.3 46. Tuscarawas 51.2 56 50.3 29 51.7 
1. Sun:mit 55.8 5 52.7 69 49.4 47. Ashland 51.l 58 50.2 4o 51.3 
2. Hamilton 55.6 2 54.1 l3 52.6 48. Dela..-:are 51.1 39 51.1 41 51.3 
3. Cuyahoga 55.0 l 54.2 20 52.2 49. Knox 51.l 49 50.6 44 50.8 
4. Noble 53.9 3 53.1 9 52.9 
5. Vinton 53.6 26 51.6 22 52.1 50. Warren 51.l 52 50.5 48 50.7 51. Pickaway 51.0 45 50.7 45 50.a 
6. Jackson 53.5 4 53.1 6 53.2 52. Clark 50.9 50 50.6 42 51.2 
7. Jeff'eraon 53.5 7 52.4 23 52.0 53. Erie 50.8 37 51.2 26 5l..8 
8. Belmont 53.4 8 52.4 10 52.8 54. Geauga 50.7 59 50.2 53 50.5 
9. Mahoning 53.4 17 52.0 30 51.6 50.6 l.O. Lake 53.3 15 52.1 31 5i.5 55. ottawa 35 51.3 49 50.7 56. FaYette 50.5 46 50.7 54 50.5 
ll. Wa11bil.'.lgton 53.3 14 52.3 3 53.4 57, Greene 50.5 62 49.8 55 50.5 
12. Hooking 53.2 9 52.4 25 51.8 58. Allen 50.4 6o 50.0 70 49.3 
13. Athens 53.0 16 52.1 ll 52,7 59, Marion 50,3 71 49.3 51 50.6 
lli-. Monroe 52.0 10 52.4 14 52.6 
15. Clermont 52.8 29 51.4 35 51.4 6o. Mo=ow 50.3 53 50.5 62 50.0 61. Clinton 50.2 76 49.1 l 55.6 
16. Adama 52.7 30 51.4 64 49.7 62. Wood 50.2 63 49.8 75 48.9 
17. Guernsey 52.7 11 52.ti. 4 53.4 63. Logan 50.1 64 49.8 46 50.8 
18. Muskingum 52.6 12 52.4 7 53.1 64. Crawford 50.0 69 49.4 6o 50.2 
19. Gallia 52.5 18 52.0 21 52.2 
20. Lawrence 52.5 44 50.8 36 51.4 65. Union 49.9 61 49.9 58 50.3 
66. Van Wert 49.9 73 49.2 80 48.6 
21. Morgan 52.5 13 52.4 5 53.4 67. Hardin 49.8 77 49.0 79 48.8 
22. Scioto 52.5 19 51.9 61 50.1 68. Miallli 49.8 70 49.4 63 49.9 
23 • Highland 52.4 38 51.:L li-7 50.7 69. Hancock 49.7 65 49.7 76 48.9 
24. Meigs 52.4 27 51.6 8 53.1 
25. Pike 52.4 6 52.5 32 51.5 70. Champaign 49.5 66 49.0 66 49.7 
71. Wyandot 49.5 74 49.5 72 49.2 
26. Fairfield 52.3 28 51.5 37 51.4 72. Defiance 49.4 81 49.5 81- 48.5 
27. Licking 52.3 31 51.4 18 52.3 73. Huron 49.4 47 50.1 50 50.7 
28. Frankl.in 52.2 20 51.9 2 54.5 74. Paulding 49.3 85 48.7 85 47.9 
29. Harrison 52.2 21 51.9 15 52.6 
30. Perry 52.2 23 51.7 17 52.4 75. Shelby 49.3 79 48.9 77 48.9 76. Williams 49.3 84 49.0 84 48.l 
31. Lorain 52.0 40 51.0 38 51.4 77. Auglaize 49.2 57 49.1 59 50.3 
32. Medina 52.0 32 51.3 27 51.7 78. Preble 49.2 68 49.1 68 49.5 
33 • Montgomery 52.0 22 51.9 52 50.5 79. Darke 49.1 82 49.2 82 48.5 
34. Portage 51.9 48 50.6 33 5i.5 
35. Ashtabula 51.8 41 50.9 19 52.3 80. Sandusky 49.1 72 49.4 71 49.3 81. Wayne 49.0 67 48.9 67 49.6 
36. Rosa 51.8 33 5L3 39 51.3 82. Madison 48.6 75 48.6 73 49.2 37. Trumbull 51.8 24 51.7 34 51.5 83. Mercer 48.3 78 49.0 74 49.0 
38. Coshocton 51.7 36 51.2 16 52.6 84. Putnam 48.2 87 49.2 87 47.0 
39, Lucas 51.7 51 50.5 56 50.4 
4o. Brown 51.5 42 50.9 43 50.8 85. Seneca 48.2 80 47.9 78 48.9 86. Henry 48.0 88 47.8 88 47.0 
41. ColUlllbiana 51.4 43 50.9 24 52.0 87. Fulton 47.2 86 47.6 86 47.7 42. Stark 5J..4 34 51.3 28 51.7 88. Holmes 47.1 83 46.8 83 48.5 43, Carroll 51.3 25 51.7 12 52.7 
44. Butler 51.2 54 50.4 65 49.7 
TABLE 19. FARM OPERATORS 65 OR MORE YEARS OF AGE, RllNKED BY COUNTY, 
1959 AND 1954 
--~-----~-------~~----~-- Percent- --- Number -- aank- -----1,-erceni ____ Number Percent Ntimber Rank Percent Number 
1959 1959 1954 1954 19:Z4 1959 1959 1954 1954 1954 
OHIO 18.6 26 110 18.4 32 514 
294 46. Geauga 18,8 191 56 17.5 l. Hamilton 26.2 2.16 5 22.5 333 47. Picknway 18.8 256 32. 19.5 309 2. Noble 26.2 308 1 23.8 347 48. !o'.ontgomery 18.7 373 22 20.2 522 3, Summit 25,9 183 37 19,2 406 49, Brown 18,5 460 44 18.6 526 4, Vinton 25.5 158 2.0 20.6 2.03 50, Richland 18.5 327 65 16,6 398 5. Cuyahoga 2.5.3 146 9 22.l 2.53 
51, Erie 18.4 153 24 20.1 2:11 6, Jefferson 2.4,5 213 13 21.4 272 52, Tuscarawas 18.3 316 52 17,9 420 7, Guernsey 2.4,1 392 3 23.2 471 53, Fayette 18.1 193 !6 19.3 265 8, Washington 24.1 448 15 2.0,9 538 54, Union 17.9 294 48 18.4 326 9, Rockirg 23,4 169 8 22.2 242 55, Clark 17,8 233 57 17.5 301 10, Belmont 23,2 384 6 22,5 449 
56. Crawford 17.8 277 50 18.1 316 11, Adams 23.0 471 33 19.4 446 57. Greene 17.7 250 51 18.0 321 12. Muskingum 22,9 438 10 22.1 572 58. Y.orrow 17.5 319 49 18.2 379 13, Licking 22.7 553 28 19,8 621 59. Marion 17.4 223 58 17.5 248 14. Perry 22..7 259 11 21.7 301 60, Butler 17,2 288 74 16,0 373 15, Fairfield 22.6 473 25 20.0 504 
61, Clinton 17.2 251 75 16.0 255 16. Mahoning 22.,6 300 17 20.7 402 62, Warren 17.l 252. 63 16.7 327 17, Morgan 22,3 252 2 23.4 344 63, Logan 16.8 285 53 17.8 366 18, Jackson 2.2,2 231 4 22,8 32.6 64. Allen 16.8 294 64 16.7 351 19, Highland 2.2,l 479 35 19.3 494 65. Darke 16,3 560 60 17.4 677 2.0, Monroe 2.2,0 276 12 21.6 369 
66, Wayne 16.3 432 73 16.1 496 2.1. Lorain 21.7 418 40 18.7 494 67, Wood 16.1 376 66 16,6 459 22. Ashtabula 2.1.4 492 30 19.7 666 68. Champaign 16.0 245 71. 16.3 305 23, Lake 21.2. 166 29 19,8 243 69. Defiance 16.0 254 67 16.6 295 24. Athens 21,2. 252. 14 21.2 368 70. Wyandot 16.0 2.02 61 17.0 255 25, Pike 21,1 194 7 22..4 293 
71, Hardin 15,9 261 72 16.2 305 26. Medina 21.0 353 41 18.7 440 72. Van Wert 15.9 2.l•9 69 16.5 297 27, Clermont 2.0.7 390 45 18.5 C.61 73. Hancock 15.5 J32 70 16.5 385 2.8, Lawrence 20,7 2.26 55 17.5 329 74, Miami 15.4 2.99 68 16.6 373 29, Meigs 20.6 268 23 zo.1 354 75, Shelby 15.4 254 83 14.6 2.81 30, Gallia 2.0.5 374 18 20.7 457 
76. Huron 15.4 270 54 17.6 355 31, !loss 20,3 330 46 18,5 402 77. Auglaize 15.3 282 77 15.8 311 32. Coshocton ao.3 322 34 19.4 346 78, Madison 15,3 170 84 14,5 181 33. Ashland 2.0,l 337 42 18.7 383 79, Williams 15,2. 276 78 15.6 306 34, Trumbull 20.1 386 19 20.7 607 80, Preble 15.0 295 82 15.3 338 35, Portage 20.L 355 59 17.4 463 
81. Seneca 14.8 314 85 14.3 328 36. Carroll 19.9 267 43 18.6 2.89 82, Paulding 14,7 178 80 15.5 210 37, Franklin 19.8 274 21 20.3 416 83, Sandusky 14.7 266 81 15.5 302 38, Lucas 19.7 2.2.4 62 16,9 309 84. Holmes 13.4 258 87 12.7 267 39, Stark 19,3 441 31 19,6 630 85, Putnam 13.3 287 76 16.0 380 40. Knox 19.3 353 26 20.0 420 
8&. Mercer 12,9 281 79 15.6 372 41, Columbiana 19.2 393 38 19.0 551 87. Heney 11. 7 211 88 12.5 259 42, Ottawa 19.0 206 16 20.8 290 88, Fulton 11,6 244 86 13.6 320 43, Harrison 19.0 164 27 19.9 194 
44, Delaware H,O 328 39 18,9 386 
45, Scioto 18,9 227 47 18,5 245 
i'At!LE 20. PER OEWl' OF F.AllM TEl'iAlml RANKED BY ooum, 19591 1954* 
1959 1954 1959 1954 
Pe~ Cent Per Cent Per Ce~t pr Qi=ii:li lmf15 I5.9 io.4 12·2 r.Ii. 
1. Madison 37.3' 37.6 45. Ad.ams 15.0 17.0 
2. Fayette 36.8 38.0 46. Buron l3·5 14.4 
3. Henry 33.2 36.2 47. Erie 13.l 15.8 
4 • Pickawy 33.1 36.9 48. Knox 11.7 l3·9 5. Greene 31.0 30.7 49. Perry l0.6 10.9 
6. Wood 28.6 29.6 50. Morrow 10.4 ll.2 
7. Seneca 27.9 32.4 51. Pike l0.4 9.5 
8. Champaign 27.0 29.6 52. Richland l.O.l 10.7 
9· Miami 27.0 29.6 53. Bem1lton 9.9 u.o 
lO. Clinton 26.8 31.7 54. Noble 9.8 9.5 
11. Putnam 26.6 26.9 55· Clermont 9.5 9.6 
12. Wyandot 26.5 25.8 56. Harrison 9.3 8.7 
l3· Van Wert 26.3 28.9 57, Geauga 9.2 8.7 
14. Hancock 25.9 28.3 58. Gallia 9.1 8.7 
15. Sanduslcy 25.6 26.5 59. Licking 9.1 l3·3 
16. Darke 25.0 26.8 6o. Ashland 8.9 11.6 
17. Bardin 24.4 27.9 61. Muskingum 8.4 9.1 
18. Defiance 23.0 22.1 62. Stark 8.2 7.2 
19. Fulton 22.9 20.0 63. Bocking 8.0 10.5 
20. Paulding 22.8 27.3 64. Lorain 7.9 9.0 
21. Preble 21.9 24.6 65. Medina 7.8 8.6 
22. Shelby 21.8 23.9 66. Belmont 7.6 8.7 
23. Logan 20.8 22.0 67. Scioto 7.2 7.1 
24. Clark 20.7 2l.9 68. Tuscarawas 6.8 9.2 
25. Ross 20.6 18.8 69. Meigs 6.6 7.1 
26. Williems 20.6 25.8 70. Coshocton 6.6 9.0 
27. Auglaize 20.4 22.8 71. LaW?ence 6.5 8.9 
28. Marion 20.3 23.9 72. Mo ... ·gan 6.3 9.9 
29. Mercer 19.7 19.9 73 • Guer,1sey 6.1 7.1 
30. Franklin 19.2 16.9 74. Summit 5.7 5.9 
31· Allen 18.7 21.2 75. Portage 5.5 5,5 
32. Butler 18.7 19.8 76. Monroe 5.3 7.8 
33, Brown 18.6 15.6 77. Washington 5.3 7.3 
34. Montgomery 17.7 15.9 78. Trumbull 5.2 4.5 
35, Rigbland 17-3 22.4 79· Je:f't'erson 5.1 5.8 
36. ottawa 16.8 17.3 Bo. Mahoning 5.1 6.2 
37. Crawford l6.7 20.4 81. Lake 4.9 5.2 
38. Union 16.7 20.0 82. Jackson 4.7 5.1 
39, Lucas 16.5 l3·2 83. Vinton 4.5 6.3 
4o. Warren 16.3 17.6 84. Athens 4.5 8.4 
41. Wayne 16.1 18.3 85. Carroll 4.4 5.2 
42. Holmes 16.o 15.7 86. Columbiana 4.l 5.~ 43. Fairfield 15.7 17.l 87. Cuyahoga 4.o 4. 
44. Delaware i;.1 l3·3 88. Ashtabula 3.7 3,9 
* For l94o and 1950 see Table 44 in Andrews and Sllow,9?, cit. 
TABLE 21. PERCENT OF FARM OPERATORS WHO ARE FULL OWNERS, 1959, 1954 AND 
1950 
Percent Rank Percent Rank Percent Percen_t ___ Ranlt--Percent-Rank ------Percent 
1959 1954 1954 1950 1950 1959 19&4 1954 1950 1920 
OHIO 63.6 _66 3 67,7 
46. Wayne 65.3 S1 64.3 46 68,9 
1. Jackson 83.0 4 82.2 9 81.9 47. Butler 65.2 52 64.3 50 66.4 
2. Cuyahoga 82.8 1 86.0 8 82.4 48. Fairfield 65.1 47 67.7 44 69.1 
3. Vinton 82.7 8 81.3 7 82.7 49. Ada:ns 64.9 48 67.1 54 64.4 
4. Carroll 82.3 2 83.8 3 83.6 50. Brown 63.7 42 69.8 51 65.6 
S. Jefferson 82,2 3 83.4 11 80.9 
51. Ross 62.8 36 70.9 55 64.4 
6. Athens 80.6 22 76.5 26 76.9 52, Preble 61.8 57 61.2 58 62.l 
7, Guernsey 80,3 11 79.9 5 82.9 53, Huron 61.5 53 63.9 49 66.7 
8. Lawrence 80.2 14 78.8 14 ao.s 54. Delaware 60,7 49 66,5 47 68.5 
9. Ashtabula 79,5 .10 80.3 2 83.7 55. Union 60.4 61 59.8 57 63.5 
10, Columbiana 79.1 12 79.3 4 83.6 
56. Logan 58.9 56 61,6 64 58.7 
11, Tr1,1mbull 79.l 6 81.7 1 84,8 57. Crawford 58,4 60 59.9 62 59.3 
12. Monroe 78.8 40 70.3 25 77.1 58, Clinton 57.9 75 52.6 71 55.9 
13. Summit 78.2 5 82.2 6 82.8 59. Clark 56.5 59 60.6 56 63.7 
14. Hocking 77.5 13 79.2 31 74.5 60, Mercer 56,4 58 60.7 60 60.5 
15. Washington 77.3 19 76.9 22 78.l 
61, Erie 56,3 62 58.8 59 62.0 
16. Lake 77.1 1 81.5 10 81,8 62. Auglaize 55.4 65 57.5 65 57.8 
17. Tuacarawas 76,6 17 77.3 12 80.9 63. Shelby 55.4 68 56.7 63 58.9 
18. Mahoning 76.5 29 74.3 15 79,9 64, Darke 55.3 63 57.8 68 57,3 
19. Hamilton 76,2 16 77.4 16 79.l 65, Allen 55.2 66 57.3 61 60.5 
20. Portage 75.8 18 77.l 17 78.9 
66, Williams 55.l 73 53.4 72 54.5 
21, Morgan 75.8 37 70,8 29 75.8 67. Franklin 53.4 55 62.2 52 65.3 
22. Clermont 75.6 20 76.8 27 76,3 68, Champaign 53.4 70 56,0 66 57,4 
23, Belmont 75.5 23 76,3 18 78.9 69, Miami 53,0 64 57.7 69 57.0 
24. Meigs 74.6 26 75.4 19 78.7 70. Hardin 52.5 77 51. 7 81 50.0 
25. Coshocton 74.3 25 75,7 24 77.3 
71, Ottawa 51.8 67 57.3 70 56,6 
26. Scioto 74.0 15 78.8 20 78,5 72, Marion 51. 7 72 53.6 74 53.3 
27. Perry 72.4 28 74.8 34 7~.l 73. Greene 51.4 71 55.5 67 57,4 
28. Richland 72.1 30 73.4 35 73.8 71._ Lucas 51.l 54 63.6 48 67.2 
29. Muskingum 72.0 21 76.6 21 78.2 75, Fulton 50.8 69 56.4 73 53.6 
30. Gallia 71.9 21 75.0 13 80.8 
76. Seneca 49.9 80 50,1 78 50.7 
31. Pike 71.8 9 80.7 28 76.2 17, Defiance 48.3 74 53.2 77 51.1 
32. Holmes 71,Q 32. 71,S 33 74.3 78. Hancock 47.9 78 51.3 80 50.2 
33, Medina Il.6 34 7l.3 32 74.4 79. Sanduaky 47.6 76 51.9 75 52.0 
34. Morrow 70.9 38 70.6 42 70.1 80, Wyandot 47,3 79 51,0 79 50,6 
35. Harrison 70.7 39 70.6 37 73.0 
81, Pickaway 47.3 83 47,0 82 49.7 
36. Ashland 70.5 35 70.9 38 73,0 82. Fayette 45.8 81 49.4 83 47.7 
37. Licking 70.5 44 68.7 41 70.8 83, Putnam 44.9 82 48.4 76 51.6 
38, Lorain 70.3 41 70.2 36 73.5 84. Paulding 42,l 87 40,2 88 40.7 
39. Stark 70.l 24 76.3 23 77.5 85. Van Wert 41.2 84 44.7 84 46,4 
40, Geauga 68.8 33 71.5 39 71.6 
86. Wood 40.7 86 43.0 86 44.5 
41. Warren 68.6 45 68.7 43 69,7 87, Madieon 40.4 85 43,l 85 45.4 
42. Knox 68.6 46 67.3 40 71,3 88, Henry 38.2 88 39.1 87 42.l 
43. Noble 67.8 31 72,0 30 75,4 
44, Highland 66,4 50 65.2 53 64,6 
45. Montgomery 65.5 43 69.6 45 69,0 
TABLE 22. PER CEN.1' OF FARM OPERATOffi WHO ARE PART OWNERS, 
1954, AND 1950, RANKED BY COUNl'Y 
Percent Rank___ Percent · Raiik--~Percent Percen-c--·-·F.Mk · · Percent -Raiik____ Percent 
1952 1954 195lf 1950 1950 1959 l.~5fi. l.95li- l.950 1250 OHIO 20.2 rt>.9 14:1- li6. Gallia 18.7 4 16.2 68 10.9 
IJ.7. Meigs J.8.6 39 17. 2 fi.l 13.2 
l. Paulding 35.1 1 32.2 1 28.4 48. Pickaway 18.6 51 15.4 25 16.1 
2. Van Wert 32.4 3 26.2 2 23.7 49. Morrow 18.5 35 17.9 36 14.3 3, Lucas 31.6 10 22.8 11 19.3 50. Scioto 18.5 66 13.5 71 10.5 4. Ottawa 30:9 4 25.0 4 23.6 
5. Wood 30.5 2 27.1 3 23.7 51. Portage 18.3 41 17.1 37 14.2 
52. Wayne 18.1 42 16.9 53 12.3 6. Erie 30.0 5 24.9 9 21.7 53. Morgan 17.9 28 19·3 55 12.2 7. Putnam 28.5 6 24.6 10 20.8 54. Pike 17.6 87 9.7 65 11.l 8. Henry 28.4 7 2fi..6 7 22.0 55. Mahoning 17.6 32 19.0 38 14.o 9. Det'iance 28.4 8 24.5 5 23.6 10. Marion 27.4 12 21.7 6 22.2 56. Brown 17.4 59 14.5 57 12.1 
57 • Ricbland 17.4 53 15.3 43 13.0 ll. Sandusky 26.4 13 21.ti. 13 19.2 58. Washington 17.3 48 15.6 51 12.4 12. Hancock 26.1 17 20.4 15 18.8 59. Fayette 17.2 79 11.9 35 14.6 13 • Franklin 26.0 21 20.1 18 17.5 6o. Greene 17.2 70 13.0 49 12.5 14. Wyandot 26.o 9 23.1 8 22.0 
15. Fulton 25.9 23 19.5 23 16.7 61. Belmont 16.7 58 J-11..8 19 9.4 
62. Perry 16.6 65 13.8 63 11..4 16. Allen 25.9 15 21.3 19 17.5 63. Ashtabula 16.6 49 15.5 72 10.5 17. Huron 24.8 14 21.4 16 18.2 64. Tuscarawas 16.5 69 J.3.1 78 9.8 18. Crawt'ord 24.6 27 19°3 17 17.9 65. Columbiana 16. 5 Qo 14.3 76 9.9 19. Williams 24.2 16 20.7 12 19.3 
20. Auglaize 24.o 22 19.6 22 17.2 66. Lake 16.5 75 12.3 66 11.0 21. Delaware 23.6 24 19.5 28 15-7 67. Montgomery 16.3 6i lfi..2 56 12.2 22. Mercer 23.4 29 19.1 21- 17.3 68. Preble 16.o 63 14.o 67 11.0 
23. Hardin 22.9 18 20.2 14 19.2 69. Ross i6.o 86 9.9 62 11.5 
24. Shelby 22.6 30 19.1 27 15.8 70. Highland i6.o 77 1-2.2 6o 1L7 25. Noble 22.3 33 18.5 44 12.9 
71. Monroe i5.9 ll 21.8 45 12.8 
26. Union 22.2 25 19.5 31 15.4 72. Summit 15.7 81 l.l.4 85 9.0 
27. Seneca 22.0 38 17.2 26 l~.9 73. Butier 15-7 50 1-5 .5 69 10.9 28. Clark 21.6 43 16.6 46 1-2.6 74. Trumbull 15.5 67 13.5 82 9.1 
29. Stark 21.3 45 16.1 54 12.2 75. Clinton 14.9 56 15.0 64 11.3 
30. Lorain 21.0 19 20.2 20 17.5 
76. Athens 14.6 57 i4.9 70 10.6 31. Geauga 20.6 31 19.1 24 16.7 77. Clermont 14.6 68 13.2 73 10.3 32. Ashland 20.3 40 17.1 50 12.4 78. Warren 14.3 71- 12.8 74 10.0 
33. Licking 20.0 36 17-5 39 13.5 79. Hocking 14.2 82 10.4 59 1:' 9 34. Adams 20.0 47 15.8 4o J.3.3 80. Guernsey 13-5 72 12.7 87 8.1 35. Logan 20.0 46 16.i 32 15.2 
81. Lawrence J.3.1 78 12.2 75 10.0 36. Harrison 19.9 20 20.2 30 15.5 82. Vinton 12.7 80 11.8 80 9.4 37. Madison i9.8 37 17.5 33 15.1 83. Carroll 12.5 85 io.3 86 8.5 38. Miami 19.8 74 12.5 58 1-1.9 84. Jefferson 12.2 83 io.4 83 9.1 39. Darke 19.5 52 15.3 42 J.3,1 
4o. Knox i9.5 34 18.1 34 14.6 85. Hamilton 12.l 84 10.4 88 7.7 
86. Holmes 12.1 73 12.6 77 9.9 41. Medina 19.5 26 19-5 29 15.6 87. Jackson 11.8 76 12.3 81 9.2 42. Champaign 19.1 64 J.3.8 47 12.5 88. Cuyahoga 10.l 88 7.9 84 9.1 43. Muskingum 1-9 ,J_ 62 14.i 6i 11.5 44. Fairfield 18.9 55 15.0 48 12.5 45. Coshocton 18.8 54 i5.2 52 12.3 
TABLE 2J, PER CE!fl' OF FAm OPERA'roRS WHO ARE MANAGERS, 1959 AND 19501 
RAl'UD BY COUN.l'Y 
1950 1950 1950 1959 1959 1950 1959 1959 1950 1950 Number o.~ llank Number rJ, Number ~ Rartlt Number ~ mm 5£A 722 li.~ l. c~ 3.33 l 28 l; 1&6. Mhland 5 0.30 45 6 0.29 2. Madison 28 2.51 3 22 1.64 47. Logan 5 0.30 54 5 0.23 3, Hamilton 14 l.'10 7 ~~ 0.89 48. Fayette 3 o.28 12 8 0.59 4. Lake 12 i.53 4 l. l.19 lt.9. Hock1Dg 2 0.28 68 2 o.J.6 5. Geauga 14 1.38 6 l9 0.99 50. a1ermont 5 0.27 lt.3 9 0.30 
6. Franklin l.9 1.37 5 30 l.l4 51. Gallia 5 0.27 86 2 o.08 7. Clark J.6 1.22 2 31 1.67 52. Defiance It. 0.25 69 3 o.J.6 8. Medilla 20 lol9 33 15 p.57 53. Prebl.e 5 0.25 67 It. 0.17 9. Pickaway 14 1.03 8 15 o.86 54. Scioto 3 0.25 l&6 7 0.29 l.O. Lorain l6 0.83 9 21 0.73 55. Belmont 4 0.24 56 6 0.22 
u. Mahoning ll 0.83 24 10 o.43 56. Brown 6 0.24 8J. 3 0.10 12. Carroll ll o.82 51 4 o.24 57. Wyandot 3 0.24 19 2 o.u 33. Warren 12 0.81 17 11 0.50 58. Allen 4 0.23 29 JD 0.39 J.4. Lucas 9 0.19 l8 10 o.49 59. .Alihtabula 5 0.22 36 14 0.36 15. Union 11 0.67 52 5 0.24 6o. Miami 4 0.21 6o 5 0.20 
J.6, Erie 5 o.60 20 6 o.tiq 6J.. Seneca 4 0.19 61 5 0.20 17. Delaware 10 0.58 30 9 0.38 62. Lawrence 2 o.J.8 64 4 0.19 J.8. Jefferson 5 0.57 47 4 0.27 63. Shelb7 3 o.J.8 42 7 0.32 19. Marion 7 0.55 39 5 0.33 64. Darke 6 0.17 83 4 0.09 20. Champaign 8 0.52 11 l2 o.60 65. Hem-7 3 0.17 57 5 0.22 
21. MUSlr.1DgUlll 10 0.52 63 5 0.19 66. Huron 3 0.17 21 11 o.47 22. Mercer 11 0.50 48 7 0.27 67. Will.1allls 3 0.17 74 3 o.14 23, Montgomery 10 0.50 22 15 o.46 68. Wood 4 0.17 55 7 0.23 24. Ross 8 o.49 31 9 0.38 69. Auglaize 3 0.16 26 9 o.41 25. Jackson 5 o.48 4o 5 0.33 70. Knox 3 o.J.6 76 3 0.12 
26. Ottawa 5 o.1&6 J.6 8 0.52 11· Wash1Dgton 3 o.J.6 53 7 0.24 27. Butler 7 o.42 15 1l 0.53 72. Adams 3 0.15 '10 4 0.15 28. SUlllDit 3 o.42 19 12 0.49 73, Metss 2 0.15 80 2 0.11 29. Clinton 6 o.41 49 5 0.27 74. Hancock 3 o.14 77 3 0.12 30. Wayne ll o.41 23 1.5 o.1&6 75. Van Wert 2 0.13 82 2 0.10 
31. Portage 7 o.4o 73 4 0.14 76. Guernse7 2 0.12 8li- 2 0.09 32. Richland 7 o.4o 27 1.0 0.39 77. Hardin 2 0.12 65 4 0.19 33. Sandusky 7 o.4o 41 7 0.33 78. llarrison l 0.12 71 2 0.15 34. ColUlllbiana 8 0.39 50 8 o.26 79. Morrow 2 o.u 58 5 0.22 35. Stark 9 0.39 28 15 0.39 Bo. Pike l O,J.l 37 5 0.35 
36. Licking 9 0.37 10 23 0.67 BJ.. Holmes 2 O.JD 33 8 0.38 37. Greene 5 0.35 25 8 o.42 82. Monroe l o.08 85 2 0.09 38. Perry 4 0.35 32 6 0.38 83. Wobl.e l o.08 88 0 o.oo ~: Athens 4 0.34 14 11 0.54 Sb. !l!wlcaravas l o.o6 62 5 0.20 Fairf'ield 7 0.33 35 lO 0.36 85. Putnam l 0.05 'l2 4 0.15 
11-1. 1ul.ton 7 0.33 87 l o.04 86. Morgan 0 o.oo 38 6 o.34 42. Crawford 5 0.32 59 4 0.21 Err. Paul.diDg 0 o.oo 1l 2 0,J3 43. H1shland 7 0.32 78 3 O,JJ. 88. Vinton 0 o.oo 2 0.19 44. Coshocton ~ 0.31 44 6 0.29 45. Twmbull 0.31 34 l3 0.37 
TABLE 24. PER CENT OF FARM OPERATORS WHO RESIDE ON FARM OPERATED 
RANKED BY COUnrY, 1959, 19541 and 1950. 
---
Percent Rank Percent Rank Percent Percent Rank Percent Rank Percent 
~~ 1254 1954 1250 1950 1959 l95'f 10"4 1250 ~50 OHIO 94.1 93.5 45. Bocking 88:9 53 9§:a 27 .3 
46. Crawford 88.9 19 95.4 70 92.2 
1. Greene 94.1 1.6 95.5 83 90.8 47. Stark 88.9 l2 95.7 4o 93,7 
2. Holmes 94.0 l3 95.6 21i. 9Ii..4 48. Preble 88.7 35 94.4 1 96.3 
3. Columbiana 93.7 ll 95.7 41 93.6 49. Muskillglllll 88.6 88 90.2 76 91..5 
4. Allen 92.9 28 94.8 9 95.1 88.6 5. Monroe 92.6 45 94.1 57 92.9 50. Scioto 43 91i..2 1.6 91i..8 5J.. Fayette 88.2 83 92.1 52 93.J. 
6. Lorain 92.4 46 94.1 23 94,5 52. Mahoning 88.J. l.O 95.9 79 91.3 
7. Ashtabula 92.2 8 96.0 32 94.1 53. Coshocton 87.9 76 92.4 50 93.2 
8. Auglaize 92.2 30 94.6 33 94.1 54. FUlton 87.7 44 91i..2 46 93.ti. 
9. Franklin 91.9 86 91.3 86 90.5 
10. Wayne 91.9 1ti. 95.6 4 96.0 55. Hancock 87.6 78 92.3 7 95.4 56. Guernsey 87.6 57 93.4 5Ii. 93.0 
n. Mercer 91.8 55 93.5 51 93.1 57• Clermont 87.5 79 92.2 31 9li. ,;! 
l2. Portage 91.4 1 97.2 5 95.7 58. Athens 87.Ii. 5Ii. 93.6 53 93.1 
13. Madison 91.4 63 93.1 81 91.1 59. Huron 86.9 42 91i..2 67 92.ti. 
lli-. Williams 91.3 64 93.1 10 95.0 
15. Champaign 91..3 23 95.1 25 94,4 6o. PutDalll 86.9 51 93.9 28 94.3 
61. Medina 86.6 18 95.5 J.li- 94.9 
1.6. Logan 91.3 82 92.1 15 91i..8 62. Geauga 86.6 7 96.J. 3 96.1 
17. Trumbull 91.l 2 97.2 49 93.3 63. Jackson 86.6 21 95.2 17 91i..s 
18. Clinton 91.0 9 96.0 18 94.7 61i.. Adame 86.5 36 91i..1i. 19 94,7 
19. Richland 91.0 7Ii. 92.5 20 9ti..6 
20. Union 91.0 29 9Ii..7 71 91.9 65, Clark 86.2 li-8 94.1 61 92.8 
66. Erie 85.8 58 93.Ii. 87 89.9 
21. Gallia 91.0 31 9ti..5 2 96.2 67. De:f'iance 85.7 38 9Ii..3 7Ii. 91.7 
22, Pike 90.6 56 93.4 l2 94.9 68. Sandusky 85. 5 69 92.8 li-7 93.Ii. 
23. ShGlby 90.5 15 95.6 39 93,7 69. MontgoDEry 85.4 70 92.8 48 93.4 
2li-. Noble 90.li- 32 94.5 62 92.7 
25. Darke 90.3 5 96.3 13 94.9 70. Wyandot 84.9 72 92.6 82 9l..O 
n. Tuscarawas 84. 9 67 93.0 3q. 94.l. 
26. Lawrence 90,3 3 96.5 6 95.5 72. CuyahOga 84.7 . 27 95.0 55 93.0 
27. Butler 90.3 20 95.2 8 95.3 73. Hardin 84,3 52 93.9 22 94.6 
28. Drown 90.3 62 93.1 29 94.2 71i-. Morgan 84,3 66 93.i 75 91.6 
29. Washington 90.2 50 93.9 43 93.5 
30. Highland 90.2 l.7 95.5 69 92.3 75, Seneca 83.9 68 92.9 58 92.9 
76. Marion 83.7 39 94.3 63 92.7 
31. Licking 90.J. 65 93.1 80 91.2 77. Van Wert 83.4 84 9i.9 88 88.8 
32. Jei'ferson 90.0 26 95.0 37 93.9 78. Miami 83,4 24 95.l. 77 91..4 33. Belmont 89,9 49 94.o 45 93.4 79, ottawa 83.Ii. 87 9i.2 56 93.0 
34. PickawaY 89.9 77 92.3 78 91.3 
35. Fairfield 89.7 85 91.6 59 92.a 80. Paulding 83.l. 46 92.6 6li. 92.7 81. Lake 82.8 9Ii..3 44 93.5 
36. Morrow 89.6 4 96.li- 2l. 94.6 82. Del.aware 82.1 61 93.3 68 92.4 
37, Knox 89.5 75 92.4 65 92.6 83. Hamilton 81.9 37 94.4 38 93.8 
38. Ashland 89.4 34 94.Ii. l.l 95.0 84. Wood 81.9 80 92.2 73 91.8 
39. Meigs 89.3 33 94.5 30 94.2 
4o. Carroll 89.3 6 96.J. 26 94.3 85. Lucas 80.3 Bl. 92.2 66 92.6 
86. Warren 79.5 22 95.2 85 90.7 
41. Vinton 89.2 47 94.1 6o 92.8 87. SWDllit 79.1 25 95.l. 84 90.a 
li-2. Perry 89.J. 6o 93.3 lf2 93.6 88. Harrison 77.5 59 93.4 72 91..9 
43. Heney 89.1 7l 92.7 35 94.o 
44. Ross 89.0 4J. 94.2 36 94.0 
TABLE 25. DOLLARS SPEE BX FAIH:RS FOR GASOLINE .AND OTHER PETROLlMI FUEL 
AND OIL, BI RilMC OF comrrms, 1959 and 1954 
Dollar!! Spent Rank DOllars Spent Dollars Spent Rank DOlLiis Speiit 
19~ 12~4 l~54 1252 19~4 1954 f mo ~Iz~~ 
• Wood ~~~ l l, 53, 46. Asblalld 592,015 50 521,2l5 2, Darke l,2'1l.,410 2 l,l83,230 47. Greene 57l,l3l 38 631,171 3. Putnam l,l37,530 3 l,024,720 i.s. Medilla 556,980 46 556,875 4. Mercer 1,053,640 5 933,&!0 49. Morrow 552,250 51 al3,700 5. Hancock l,o45,023 8 876,955 50. Portage 5i,.5,62o 5Q. 78,865 
6. Seneca 1,031i.,100 6 918,8c>5 51. Ottawa 528,980 55 457,545 7. P1cka.w~ 991,159 9 875,577 52. Lucas 528,171 52 ~·890 8. Henry 982,,315 l 915,395 53. Richland 5l8,8c>8 42 ~ao 9. Wayne 976,931 936,515 54. BrOllll 502,890 56 456,010 JD. Sandus)cy' 957,991 l3 784,200 55. Warren 494,414 57 444,390 
U. Fulton 927,549 lO 843,375 56. Muskillgum 470,o67 6o 413,342 12. Madison 848,495 l5 768,056 51. Trumbull 467,628 53 488,258 l3. Fayette Sli.7,233 26 678,833 58. Erle li.50,290 49 528,56o 14. Auglaize 832,530 17 743,28() 59. Cosh9oton 447,255 61 391,435 15· Buron 8l2,o46 l2 792,398 6o. Tuscarawas 430,510 58 432,420 
J.6. Stark 78"',4"'3 36 ~430 61. Mahozd.1':18 401,567 59 415,,6oo 17. Shelby ~,525 J.6 7 ,831 62. .Adams 387,llB 63 358,420 l8. CJ.ark 1 ,822 31 668,224 63. HolJDes 385,710 62 387,440 l9. Del.aware 762,570 32 659,46o 61!.. Belmont 3fl!,240 69 259,521 20. Van Wert 759,007 l9 705,340 65. Washington 3 ,870 66 319,'750 
21. L1ok1Dg 752,365 ll 821,620 66. Clermont Jli-4,440 64 324,455 
22. H1gbl$ld 734,63.o 24 684,205 67. Carroll 330,945 68 277,830 23. Hardin 732,890 14 ~151,600 68. Hamilton 278,431 72 223,935 24. Fa1rf1el4 731,975 29 73,920 69. Guernsey 271189'1 71 242,o6o 25. Wyandot 729,014 41 6o6,050 70. Pike 255,254 76 207,235 
26. Willlams 726,li-20 23 686,975 11. Scioto 253,410 70 248,&!0 27• M1am1 725,850 20 699,510 72. Geauga 2li-4,475 65 321,055 28. Union 716,378 30 668,825 73. Perey 24l,08l 73 215,725 29. Champaign 715,842 27 678.~ 74. Gallia 228,130 86 129,26o 30. Crawford 715,363 25 682, 75. Me1ge 227,026 75 2.w,290 
31. Lora1n 705,,493 28 676,685 76. Lake 221,392 Bit. lli.8,450 32. Ross 702,257 43 593,951 Tl· Athena 2o4,750 74 2l0,66o 33, Preble 698,265 22 689,545 78. Morgan 199,541 78 195,,850 34. Clinton 691,221 21 692,200 79. Harrison 197,6o5 83 l.49,326 35. Knox 680,206 48 533,o6o 8l. .Jefferson 195,800 Tl 203,720 
36. Franklin ~TT,757 35 647,~5 Bl. SunmS.t lTf,330 67 283,975 37, Marion 71,122 47 550,2 2 82. ~ 163,223 85 129,530 38. Allen 670,615 37 635,510 83. Jlobl.e 158,505 82 153,555 39• Defiance 669,520 l8 740,500 Bit.. Monroe 151,770 8l 172,56o 40, Logan 6112,224 34 651,1w 85. Jackson 141,508 79 lTf,735 
Ji.1. Paulding 629,020 40 610,~ 86. KockiDg l.21,500 8() 175,675 42. Ashtabula 621,545 33 658, 5 ltf. Vhrton 105,640 88 92,487 43. Montgansry 614,~55 45 565,503 88. Lawrence 86,295 87 JJ0,135 li4. Ool\llllblaDll 597, 30 39 614,61!.5 
Jic5. Butler 592,766 li4 567,620 
TABLE 26. AVERME OOLLAPS 6PEN£ FOR PE'l'R()Ll!.'lt. FUEL PER .NJ"RE OF CROPLA.lID 
HARVESTED, BY RANK OF cowr:rm, 1959 AND 1954 
m!IO 
' li.l.Jl '~.13 1959, Average ~Average 19591 Average 1954, Average Dollars Per Rank Dollars Per 
Dollars Per Rank Dollars Per /J=e 1224 M.re 
Ac: re 1254 Acre 
46. Montgomery 5.03 55 4.81 l. Cuyahoga 14.41 2 ll.lO 47, Warren Ji..S!i 82 4.17 2. Lake 12.411- ll 7,26 48. Putnam 4.78 61 4.69 3. Hamilton 8.97 5 8.20 49. Del.aware 4.76 46 4.96 4. Portage 7,(Yf 19 6.32 50. L:l.ckil8 li.74 27 5.87 5, Sumnit 7,75 3 8.34 
51. Hiibland 4.70 51 4.93 6. Mahoning 7.39 20 6.30 52. Huron 4.'l'O 43 ~'°7 7. TrUDJbull 7.22 23 5.96 53. PiclrawaY 4.67 62 .68 a. Jef'i'erson 6.99 14 6.87 54. Franklin 4.65 63 4.67 9. Gesuga 6.91 17 6.62 55. Hocking 4.65 9 7.71 lO. Vinton 6.88 l.O 7,36 
56. Fultou 4.6li. 54 4.83 11. Ashtabula 6.85 l8 6.52 57. Mercer Ji..(,2 47 4.95 12. Belmont 6.81 28 5.85 58. Butler 4.61 65 4.6o 13. Columbiana 6.81 15 6.71 59. Henry 4.53 73 4.43 14. Washington 6.79 12 6.97 6o. Clinton 4.51 48 4.95 15· Muskingum 6.73 34 5.57 
5.69 61. Richland 4.49 49 Ji..94 J.6. Stark 6.72 32 62. Fairfield Ji.."8 52 4.92 17· Lorain 6.61 31 5.78 63. Fayette li,."8 78 4.32 18. Gallia 6.4o 8 7.73 64. Darke 4.42 53 4.85 19. Meigs 6.34 4 8.24 65. Wood 4.39 64 4.64 20. Athena 6.31 6 7.91 
66. .Auglaize 4.37 72 4.46 21. Pike 6.28 69 4.52 67. Ross i,.,35 76 4.35 22. Medina 6.27 36 5.56 68. Crawford 4.32 80 4.24 23. Tuscarawas 6.08 29 5.81 69. Shelby 4.32 66 4.59 24. Morsan 6.07 24 5.96 70. B'olmea 4.23 86 3.98 25. Scioto 6.01 7 7.89 
n. Morrow 4.21 74 4.42 26. Harrison 5,97 21 6.20 72. Seneca 4.18 79 4.29 27. Lucas 5.95 25 5,9!i. 73. Williams 4.16 75 4.39 28. Carroll 5,85 41 5.15 74. Union Ji..13 70 4.52 29. AdalDs 5.65 30 5.81 75. Wyandot 4.12 83 4.o6 30. Wayne 5.59 39 5.29 
76. Preble 4.ll ~8 4,75 31. Guernsey 5.55 26 5.90 77. Allen 4.:w 77 4.35 32. Coshocton 5.52 33 5.67 78. Miami 4.09 4!i. 5.o4 33. Erie 5.51 l3 6.91 79. Hancock 4.oll. 84 4.o6 34. Knox 5.50 59 4.74 ao. ~ li..02 56 4.Bl 35. Jackson 5.48 J.6 6.68 
36. ottava 5.4o 38 5.47 81. Marion 3.96 85 4.o4 
37. SandUsky 5.35 6o 4.70 82. Logan 3.91 71 4.47 
38. Clermont 5.34 4o 5.17 83. Msd:l.eon 3.87 67 4.59 84. Greene 3.83 ~i 4.81 39. Hob le 5.30 35 5.57 85. Defiance 3.&> 4.56 4o. Brow 5.24 42 5.09 
41. 45 86. Hardin 3.75 81 4.24 Ashland 5.19 5.02 87. Van Wert 3.5l. 87 3.'72 42. Cl.ark 5.16 37 5.50 88. PallldiDg 3,35 88 3.68 43. Monroe 5.14 22 6.20 411-. Lawrence 5.12 l 12."(0 45, Peny 5,09 50 4.93 
TABLE 27. PER cm OF FARMS REWRrl:NG TRICl'ORS, RAl'lllED B! COONTY, 
1959, 1954 AND 1950 
'I' Rank 'I' Rank 'I' i Rank J Rank J 1252 1224 1254 122Q ~92Q 1959 1954 1954 1950 1950 OHIO 85.5 77-7 -3.2 
l· Ottawa 97.0 50 79.7 2 83.9 46. Licking 87.7 57 78.6 58 63.7 2. Portage 94.9 16 87.4 36 71.5 47. Fu1ton 87.6 ll 89.0 4 83.1 
3, Hancock 94.2 14 88.4 14 79.0 48. Knox 87.6 37 82.6 6o 61.0 
4. Del.aware 94.1 22 85.3 34 72.5 49. Pickaway 87.5 31 83.9 20 78,2 
5. .Mhtabul.a 94.0 46 80.l 46 68.7 50. Hardin 87.2 6 89.8 42 69.8 
6. Fayette 94.0 59 76.5 21 78.0 51. Miami 86.9 39 82.2 17 78~4 
7. Henry 93.8 5 89.8 8 80.6 52. Perry 86.9 69 67.8 65 52.3 
8. Franklin 93.6 7 89.6 56 611-.o 53. Defiance 86.5 l 92.2 25 76.2 
9. Mercer 93,5 21 85.9 27 75.7 54. Carroll 86.1 44 80.7 62 53.0 
10. Lucas 93.5 29 84.l 37 11.4 55. Darke 85.6 35 83.0 23 TI-3 
ll. Preble 93.0 34 83.3 10 00.3 56, Warren 85.6 45 80.5 47 68.7 
12. Erie 92.0 10 89.1 l3 79.1 57. Fairfield 85.4 54 79.5 51 67.i 
13. Mahoning 93.0 24 85.0 49 68.4 58. Jef'f'erson 85.2 68 68.6 67 51..4 
14. Trumbull 92.2 26 84.5 57 63.9 59. LogQn 85.2 41 81..9 4o 70.2 
15· Putnam 92.a 15 87.9 16 78.7 6o. Coshocton 84.7 64 72.3 66 51.8 
16. Ashland 91.5 6o 75.2 39 70.1 61.. HockiDg 83.8 73 64.l TI 37.3 
17. Allen 91.2 28 84.2 29 74.5 62. Montgomery 83.8 30 84.o 44 69.6 
18. Butler 91.0 32 83.4 32 73.li- 63. Greene 83.6 43 &'.l .8 50 68.4 
19. Seneca 90.8 13 88.5 5 82.l. 64. Brown 83,5 63 72.9 69 50.7 
20. Sandusk,r 90.7 3 91.4 3 83.4 65. Pike 83.5 83 53,3 75 4o.8 
21. Slllll!lit 90.7 38 82.4 59 62.6 66. Clermont 83.0 66 72.0 63 52.8 
22. Lorain 90.5 8 89.5 l8 78.2 67. Harrison &'.l .8 71 66.o 72 46.6 
23. Colullibiana 90.3 52 79.5 55 64.7 68. Wayne 80.2 56 78.7 54 66.4 
24. Van Wert 90.2 27 84,5 l. 86.3 69. Union 79.2 48 80.1 35 72.l. 
25. Wood 90.0 2 92.l. 7 81.6 70. Muskingum 78.3 58 76.9 64 52.4 
26. Lake 89.9 18 86.7 l.5 78.9 71. Vinton 77.3 86 47.6 84 29.5 
27. Williams 89.9 20 86.o ll 79.7 72, Tuscarawas TI.o 62 74.7 68 51.l. 
28. Madison 89.6 47 80.l l2 79,3 73. WashiDgton 76.3 78 58.7 80 33.7 
29. Stark 89.3 42 81.9 48 68.6 74-. Scioto 76.3 70 66.8 79 '34.9 
30, H1ghl.and 89.2 36 83.0 53 66.8 75. Meigs 76.2 84 52.9 74 43.7 
31. Richland 89.2 23 85.3 22 77.8 76. Adams 75.9 74 63.0 73 45.l. 
32. Paul.diDg 89.2 33 83.4 24 TI 0 3 TI. Athens 75.3 82 53.6 8l. 33.Ji. 
33, Ross 89.1 72 65.0 61. 54.6 78. Guernsey 75.2 19 58.l. 76 37.7 
34. Champaign 88.8 61 74.9 41 70.1 79, Hamilton 75,0 67 70.Ji. 70 50.6 
35. Crawford 88.6 12 88.7 28 75.0 80. Belmont 74.7 75 61.9 78 35.5 
36. Clinton 88.6 4 89.9 31 74.0 81. Geauga 73.5 49 79.8 45 69.5 37. Cuyahoga 88.4 65 72.i 52 66.9 82. Mcrgan 11.4 80 56.0 82 31.l. 38. MorrO\I' 88.3 55 79.li- 43 69.7 83. Mowoe 70.2 85 49.2 87 21..9 39· Wyandot 88.3 51. 79.7 6 82.l. 84. Jackson 67.9 77 59.6 83 29.5 lio. Clark 88.3 53 79.5 33 72.9 85. Holmes 63.7 76 59.7 71 48.8 
41. Shelby 88.0 25 84.7 19 7e.2 86. Noble 63.3 81 54.4 86 25.4 
42. Huron 87.8 19 86.5 9 eo.6 87. Gallia 61..3 88 38.2 85 26.6 
43, Auglaize 87.8 17 86.9 38 11.1 88. Lawrence 52.1 87 38.6 88 29.1 
44. Medina 87.8 9 &J.l. 26 76.0 
li.5. Marion 87.7 4o 82.l. 30 74.2 
TABLE 28, PER CENT OF FA.IM3 REPOR'J!ING WHEEL '.l'RP.cTORS1 <rn!ER THAN GARDEN 
TRACTORS1 RANKED BY COlJ't.fJ!Y:, 19591 19541 AND 1950 
1> Rank .,, Rank 
' "' 
'Rank 
" 
Rank 
" OHIO ___ 1952 1954 1954 1950 1250 1959 1954 1954 1950 1950 8i.7 73.lj: 59.0 
l. Ottawa 95.1 32 79.0 3 81.3 46. Perry 82.9 65 63.5 65 46.9 
2. Portage 92.4 25 81.2 4o 65.5 47. Clark 82.9 55 74.o 41 65.1 
3, Heney 92.2 3 87.9 9 78.8 48. Licking 82.5 51 74.5 56 57.3 4. Ashtabula 91.6 44 76.7 44 64.4 49. Warren 82.5 50 74.6 42 64.6 
5. Hancock 91.4 7 87.1 10 78.0 50. Medina 82.li. ll 85.5 29 70.6 
6. Fayette 91:q 47 75.4 15 75.4 51. Fairfield 82.0 58 72.3 49 62.J. 
7. Erie 90.5 5 87.3 21 74.o 52. Carroll 82.0 36 78,J. 63 
48.o 
8. LUC&!! 90,4 41 77.8 li.5 61J..2 53. Coshocton BJ.,9 6o 70.3 62 li.9.1 
9. Putnam 90.3 9 86.8 ll 77.7 54. Morrow BJ.,7 42 77.5 39 66.3 
10. Mercer 90,1 l8 84.2 19 74.2 55· Lake 81.li. 56 73.6 50 
62.o 
11. Preble 89.Ji. 26 81.0 17 75.3 56, Miami 81.2 35 78.6 23 73.8 
12. Seneca 89.2 l2 85.4 5 ao.3 57 • Montgomery ao.6 48 75.1 48 62.3 
J.3, Delaware 88.9 23 82.4 34 68.2 58. Greene 80.4 45 76.3 46 63.7 
14. Franklin 88.8 19 83.0 58 55.1 59· Pike 00.2 82 51.4 73 
lio.8 
15. Mahoning 88.5 30 79.7 53 61.2 6o. Jefferson ao.o 64 63.9 7l 
44.2 
16, Paulding 88.3 24 81.9 l8 74.6 61.. Brown 79.7 63 69.2 64 47.9 
17. Van Wert 88.3 20 82.6 l 84.o 62. Crawford 79.6 15 85.2 26 72.1 
18. Allen 88.l 27 80.6 37 67.1 63 • Clermont 78.0 66 62.8 68 
46.0 
19· Ashland 87.9 59 72.1 38 66.8 64. Union 77.3 lio 77.8 31 
69.2 
20. Wood 87.9 l 89.9 7 79.0 65. Harrison 76.1 69 61.9 70 44.7 
21. Sandusky 87.5 2 88.6 6 79.9 66. Vinton 75.6 86 44.5 83 29.0 
22. WilliamB 87.4 17 84.5 l3 76.0 67. Wayne 75.5 54 74.0 47 62.6 
23. Madison 87.3 37 78.0 8 78.9 68. Logan 75.Ji. 38 78.0 32 69.0 
24. Shelby 87.1 21 82.6 16 75.4 69. Athena 72.3 83 49.8 Bo 30.3 
25. Richland 86.9 31 79.4 24 72.7 70. Muskingum 74.7 62 69.J. 67 46.4 
26. Fulton 86.9 6 87.3 2 81.3 71• Adams 74.2 7l 61.5 72 44.2 
27. Columbiana 86.8 53 74.o 54 6o.4 72. Hocking 73.4 72 6o.o 77 34.4 
28. Butler 86.8 46 76.1 36 67.3 73. Tuscarawas 72.7 61 70.0 69 45.7 
29. Auglaize 86.7 l3 85.4 30 70.0 74. Guernsey 7J..6 76 55.1 76 35.7 
30. Wyandot 86.7 43 77.1 4 81.0 75. Geauga 71.5 49 75.1 51 61.9 
31. Highland 86.2 28 80.6 43 64.6 76. Scioto 70.5 68 62.2 78 31.6 
32. Clinton 86.2 10 86.l 25 72.6 77. Meigs 69.3 84 48.4 74 lio.5 
33. Rosa 86.o 70 61.0 59 50.8 78. Belmont 68.9 74 56.7 79 31.4 
34. Knox 86.o 34 78.6 57 56.9 79 • Cuyahoga 68.9 78 54.1 6o 49.3 
35. Lorain 86.o 14 85.3 28 70.6 00. Washington 68.3 71 54.2 81 29.9 
36. Trumbull 85.9 
81. JackSon 66.5 75 55.8 84 27.9 
39 77.9 55 57.4 82. Monroe 65.4 85 47.1 87 21..0 
37. Champaign 85.4 57 73.0 35 67.4 83. Morgan 65.2 80 53.2 82 29.2 
38. Huron 85.0 16 85.0 12 76.5 84. Hamilton 62.2 79 53.8 ~ 36.9 39• PickaWaY 84.9 22 82.6 14 75.5 85. Holmes 61.9 73 57.3 46,7 
lio. Hardin 84.7 8 86.9 33 68.6 
41. Def ianoe 84.6 4 87.7 22 73.8 
86. fable• 58.2 81 52.3 85 23.7 
42. Marion 8j.8 87. Gallia 57.0 87 33.2 
86 23.4 
43. Sumit 
33 79.0 27 7J..2 88. Lawrence 44.8 88 30.9 88 15.6 
83.6 67 62.3 61. 49.2 
44. Stark 83.4 52 74.4 52 61.4. 
45. Darke 83.2 29 Bo.4 20 74.o 
TABLE 29. NUMBER OF TRACTOHS, EXCLUSIVE OF GARDEN TRACTORS, PER TABLE 30. NUMBER OP TRACTORS, EXCLUSIVE OF GJ\RDEN TRACTORS, PFJl 100 
1, 000 ACP.ES OF TOTAL CROPLAND, BY RANK OF COUNTIES ACRES OF CROPLAND Ill\RVESTED, BY RANK OF COUNTIES, 
1959, Al'ID 1950 1959 AND 1.950 
-- - --Percent nank Percent Percent Rank Percent Tractora Raiik-Tractora Tractors Rank Tractors 
1959 1.950 1.950 1.952 1950 1952 1959 1950 1950 1959 1_95_0 1259 
OHIO 10.7 11.9 OJ:IIO 21.0 15-~ 
1. Cuyahoga 48.2 1 29.2 45. Ccshocton 17.2 78 8.6 1. Cuyahoga 72.3 J_ 46.8 45. Knox 23.7 65 13.5 
2. Lake 35.5 2 25.0 46. Morrow 17.2 33 l.2.5 2. Lake 6o.6 2 39.2 46. Licking 23.5 41 i5.5 
3. Portage 28.9 4 18.3 47. Jackson 17.2 86 6.6 3. SUlllllli.t 46.2 3 30.4 47. Wayne 23.3 43 15.4 
4. Suimnit 28.8 3 20.5 48. Auglaize 17.0 36 12.2 4. Vinton 44.8 30 16.3 48. Lucas 23.1 17 20.0 
5. Mahoning 27.8 10 16.9 49. Licking 17.0 45 11.3 5. Portage 42.7 4 25.5 49. Erie 22.3 22 1.8.3 
6. Vinton 26.1 73 8.8 50. Pike 17.0 70 9.0 6. Mahoning 40.3 ll 22.3 50. Fairf'ield 21.4 36 15.7 
7. Washington 26.0 61 9.9 51. Miami 17.0 23 13.7 7, Ashtabula 40.o 8 24.o 51. Preble 21.4 40 15.6 
8. Athens 25,7 62 9.9 52, Preble 17.0 30 12.5 8. Trumbull 39.7 6 24.5 52. Highland 21.2 56 14.2 
9. Gallia 25.2 74 8.7 53, Mercer 16.6 41 11.7 9. Lawrence 38.7 59 13.8 53. Morrow 20.6 52 14.5 
10; Ashtabula 24.8 14 16.1 5'1-. Delaware 16.3 40 11.8 10. Athens 38.5 31 16.2 54. Holmes 20.4 82 ll.6 
11. Meigs 24.7 19 14.8 55. Fulton 16.3 21 14.2 ll. Washington 37.9 39 15.6 55. Darke 20.1 26 17.2 
12. Co1wnbiana 24.6 16 15.6 56. Knox 16.2 66 9.5 12. Gallia 37.5 50 J.4.7 56. Delaware 19.6 51 14.7 
13. Stark 24.2 ll 16.6 57, Putnam 16.1 37 12.2 13. Jackson 36.4 64 13.6 57. Sandusky 19.5 37 i5.7 14. Trumbull 23,7 12 16.3 58. Adams 15·9 83 8.2 14. Jefferson 36.4 1.8 20.0 58. Allen 19.4 44 15°3 15. Lorain 22.9 7 17.6 59, Fairfie1d 15.8 42 11.7 15. Meigs 35.2 10 22.6 59. Ross 19.4 75 12.8 
16. Harrison 22.9 59 10.0 6o. Franklin 15.8 46 ll.2 16. Columbiana 35.1 13 22.0 6o. Miami 19.2 33 16.1 
17. Ottawa 22.7 8 17.4 61. Hilliarns 15-7 31 12.5 17. Clermont 34.3 16 20.0 61. Franklin 19.1 53 14.5 
18. Jefferson 22.4 52 10.9 62. Shelby i5.6 34 l.2.3 18. Hocking 33.6 35 15.8 62. Auglaize 18.9 58 14.2 
19. Lucas 21.8 6 18.2 63. Henry 15.6 32 12.5 19. Monroe 31.9 83 11.5 63. Mercer 18.6 70 13.4 
20. Hamilton 21.l 17 15.6 64. Holmes 15.4 75 8.7 20. Adams 31.8 28 16.4 64. Williams 18.1 57 14.2 21. Montgomery 21.0 13 16.1 65. Noble 15.4 88 5.0 21. Belmont 31.4 49 14.8 65. Clinton 17.9 68 13.4 
22. Scioto 20.4 50 11.l 66. Huron 15.2 27 13.1 22. Perry 31.4 32 16.2 66. Huron 17.8 45 15.3 
23. Belmont 20.4 81 8.5 67. \load 15.0 35 12.3 23. Geauga 31.2 5 25.4 67. Shelby 17.7 55 14.3 24. Medina 20.4 9 17.3 68. Logan 15.0 38 11.9 24. Hamilton 30.9 7 24.o 68. Logan 17.6 66 13.5 
25. Ashland 20.3 28 12.8 69. Seneca 14.9 39 11.9 25. Harrison 30.8 27 16.9 69. PutD!!lll 17.6 60 13.8 26. Monroe 20.2 87 6.4 70. Crawford 14.9 47 11.2 26. Stark 30.6 14 21.7 70. Champaign 17.2 67 13.4 27. Wayne 19.8 24 13.6 71. Champaign 14.8 44 11.3 27. Carroll 29.9 46 15.2 7L Crawford 17.2 72 13.1 28. Morgan 19.7 65 9.5 72. Defiance 14.8 43 11.4 28. Lorain 29.9 9 23.0 72. Fulton 17.l 42 15.5 29. Erie 19.6 15 15.6 73, Hancock 14.6 51 10.9 29. Morgan 29.9 71 13.3 73. Clark 16.9 63 13.7 30. Carroll 19.6 64 9.6 74. Br01m 14.2 84 7.3 30. Pike 29.3 48 14.9 74. Seneca 16.9 61 13.8 31. Geauga 19.5 5 18.2 75. Clark 14.2 48 11.1 31. Scioto 29.8 21 18.4 75. Greene 16.8 62 13.8 32. Hocking 19.3 72 8.9 76. Highland 14.1 79 8.6 32. Guernsey 29.7 47 15.1 76. Defiance 1 16.6 74 l.2.8 
33, Eichland 19.2 18 15.0 77. Bosa 13.8 7J. 9.0 33, Noble 28.7 86 10.7 77. Hancock 16.4 77 12.6 3'1-. Butler 19.1 25 13.5 78. Gl·eene l.3.2 56 10.6 34. Brown 28.5 38 15.6 78. Henry 16.3 69 13.lf 35, Muskingum 19.1 54 10.8 79. Clinton 12.9 67 9.5 35. Medina 27.8 12 22.2 79, Wood 15.7 73 13.1 36. Lawrence 18.7 85 7.2 80. Union 12.6 55 10.7 36, Tuscarawas 27.8 3lf 15.8 80. Union 15.1 78 12.6 37. Perry 18.2 59 10.0 81. Wyandot 12.6 49 11.1 37. Coshocton 27.7 54 14.4 81. Hardin 14.5 84 l0.9 38. Guernsey 18.0 77 8.6 82. Hardin 12.5 68 9.3 38. Muskingum 27.6 23 18.3 82. Wyandot 14.2 76 12.8 39, Darke 17.9 20 14.5 83. Van Hert 12.4 53 10.g 39. Ashland 26.1 29 16.4 83. Pickaway 14.o 80 12.l 40. Sandusky 17.8 22 i4.o 84. Marion ll.8 57 10.4 4o. Montgomery 25.8 15 20.7 84. Marion 13.9 79 12.4 
41. Clermont 17.6 58 10.1 85 . Paulding 11.1 76 8.7 4J.. Butler 25.3 24 i7.5 85. Fayette 13.3 85 10.9 42. Warren 17.6 29 12.6 86. Pickaway 11.0 69 9.0 42. Richland 25.1 19 19-7 86. Van Wert 13.2 81 11.9 43. Allen 17.5 26 13.3 87. Fayette 10.7 82 8.2 43. Warren 24.4 25 17.3 87. Paulding 12.5 88 9.8 44. Tuscarawas 17-4 63 9.9 88. Madison l0.3 80 8.5 44. ottawa 24.2 20 1.9.4 88. Madison u.9 87 10.0 
TABLE 3l.. PER CENT OF FARMS REPORTING MOTORTRUCKB1 RANKED BY COUNTY, 
1959, 195t~, AND 1950 
Percent· Rank Percent Rank Percent Percent Rank Percent Rank Percent 
1959 1954 1924 1250 1950 1959 1954 1954 lf.50 1250 OHIO 49.S 32-0 2li.5 !f5. Montgomery 50.2 36 41.0 ~s 27.1 
46. Tuscarawas 50.2 32 41.9 29 32.2 
l. Erie 74.9 l 66.o 1 49.2 47. Licking 50.1 56 39.6 61 24.9 
2. Madison 70.2 3 56.8 6 42.8 48. Fulton 49.8 50 38.7 38 29.3 
3. Fayette 69.6 10 48.4 8 40.2 49. Wayne 48.8 21 44.3 31 31.4 
4. Jefferson 66.8 6 52.9 2 46.2 
5. Columbiana 65.8 11 47.9 13 37,3 50. Medina 48.8 31 42.1 41 29.0 
51. Perry 48.8 57 37.5 57 25.8 
6. Lucas 65.5 13 46.9 9 39.7 52. Hardin 48.2 29 42.5 70 22.4 
7. ottawa 65.1 20 44.5 5 43.3 53. Highland 48.2 52 38.4 50 26.8 8. Sandusky 64.6 4 55.8 15 36.9 54. Union 48.2 34 41.7 49 27.0 
9. Pickaway 64.3 2 60.2 4 45.7 
10. Wood 63.2 5 53.2 12 37.5 55. Trumbull 47.9 62 36.4 72 22.3 
56. Muskingum 47.5 41 39.7 46 27.3 
11. Mahoning 63.0 17 45.5 25 33,3 57. Scioto 47.0 59 37.2 67 ?4.3 
12. Crawford 62.9 13 46.3 63 24.6 58. Paulding 45.4 58 37.4 69 22.9 
13. Hamilton 62.7 30 1~2.3 11 38.7 59. Delaware 45.2 39 40.3 58 25.4 
14. Butler 61.7 23 44.o 18 35.2 
15. Seneca 61.0 7 50.3 34 29.8 60. Washington 45.2 65 35.9 55 26.2 
61. Warren 44.9 69 34.4 56 25.9 
16. Ross 69.7 44 39.2 21 34.7 62. Meigs 4li.7 67 35.6 20 35.0 
17. Franklin 60.2 8 49.8 36 29.6 63 • Ashtabula 44.4 68 34.Ji. 43 28.4 
18. Portage 60.1 38 4o.3 27 32.6 64. Logan 44.2 66 35.8 73 21.8 
19. Hocking 59.6 49 38.8 66 24.3 
20. Cuyahoga 59.4 48 38.9 7 41.9 65. Vinton 44.o 72 32.7 52 26.6 66. Guernsey 43.2 11 33.2 40 29.2 
21.. Clark 59.2 12 47.6 16 36.6 67. Lawrence 42.9 28 42.6 17 35.3 
22. Hancock 58.9 43 39.6 59 25.4 68. Athens 42.8 78 29.6 60 25.0 23. Lorain 58.5 22 44.1 10 38.9 69. Auglaize 42.4 60 37.2 81 18.3 24. Champaign 58.1 53 38.2 22 34.5 
25. Stark 57.8 1+2 39.7 19 35.0 70. Morrow 41..1 76 29.7 82 18.1 
71. Shelby 4o.7 70 34.3 71 22.4 
26. Greene 57.7 15 46.l 26 32.6 72. Jackson 40.1 61 36.9 65 24.6 
27. Huron 57.6 27 42.6 23 34.5 73. Adams 39.6 73 31.9 75 21.6 28. Harrison 57.6 24 tf3,5 24 33.4 74. Darke 39.4 77 29.6 74 2J.8 29. Marion 56.9 18 45.1 51 26.8 30. Belmont 56.9 64 35.9 62 24.6 75. Van Wert 38.9 75 30.1 79 19.5 76. Morgan 38.9 80 27.6 77 20.7 
31. Wyandot 56.3 40 40.o 35 29.6 77. Mercer 37.5 86 24.5 87 16.6 32. Pike 56.3 45 39.1 45 28.0 78. Defiance 36.8 51 38.6 liillf 28.4 33. Knox 55.7 35 41.2 64 24.6 79. Monroe 36.7 81 27.2 78 20.6 34. Summit 55.3 54 37.8 33 30.6 35, Clinton 55.1 16 45.7 30 32.1 80. Allen 36.6 79 27.9 85 17.1 
81. Noble 35.7 74 31.4 8h 18.l 
36. Lake 54.7 9 49.6 3 45.8 82. Brown 34.4 88 23.4 80 18.4 37, Miami 54.1 25 43.3 14 37.3 83 . Williams 33.9 84 25.5 83 18.l 38. Carroll 53.7 19 44.7 32 30.7 84. Geauga 33.4 33 41.8 37 29.5 39. Ashland 53.0 46 39.1 53 26.5 40. Coshocton 52.9 63 36.3 42 28.4 85. Gallia 33,3 83 26.2 68 24.o 
86. Putnam 33.0 87 23.5 88 14.3 
41. Preble 52.9 47 39.0 28 32.5 87. Holmes 32-9 82 26.5 86 16.7 42. Fairfield 52.8 37 4o.5 ~~ 29.2 88. Clermont 30.6 85 25.0 76 21.3 43. Henry 50.8 26 43.2 27.2 44. Riehl.end 50.5 55 37.8 54 26.3 
TABLE 32. PER CENT OF FARMS REPORTING 11HICH ARI: LOCATED ON H.Al'lO..STJRF.ACED 
ROADS, RANKED BY COUN'I':t, J..959 »ID 1950 
\II RSllk % % Rack ~ ,, l.950 lf O Rank County 19: l:O ;~50 om:o 5 ,3 
l. Cuyahoga 99. 3 l 93.8 45. Onion 74. 5 .o 
2. Flilyette 99.!+4 22 75,7 46. Fu1ton 74.06 50 53.9 
3. Hancock 98.88 2 93.6 47. Ross 70.~ 51 53.6 4. Allen 97.78 4 91.3 48. Portage 70. 45 57.4 
5. Lucas 97.19 10 87.3 49. Fairfield 69.23 53 52.0 
6. Miami 96.59 13 83.3 50. Clinton 67.!+4 46 56.2 
7. Frankl.in 96.31 ll 85.0 51. Vinton 67.42 68 37,4 
8. Darke 96.07 34 68.4 52. Ashtabu1a 65.49 44 58.l 
9. Wood 95.42 3 92.9 53. Columbiana 62.62 52 53,5 
lO. Madison 94.52 29 70.1 54. Medina 61.84 56 48.5 
ll. ChamPaign Q4.38 20 78.1 55. Stark 61.72 55 49.2 
12. Erie 94.ll 5 90.5 56. Highland 6o.l8 47 55.7 
13. Ottawa 93.26 2l 17.0 57. Richlalld 57.49 58 46.8 
14. Lake 92.98 12 84.7 58. P1i1u1d1ng 56.36 6o 44.9 
15. Putnam 92.85 16 80.2 59. Ge1:1usa 56.11 49 54.8 
16. Sandusky 92.66 19 78.7 6o. Harrison 54.92 67 38.4 
17. Summit 91.94 30 70.1 61. Pike 54.41 64 4o.7 
18. ButJ.er 91.63 8 89.2 62. Licking 52.77 61 43.6 
J.9. Auglaize 91.61 32 68.6 63. Tuscarawas 50.92 77 32.Ji. 
20. Logan 91.03 27 70.8 64. Carroll 50.71 71 3Ji..6 
2l. Seneca 90.78 9 87.8 65. Ad.ems 50.49 57 47.2 
22. Henry 90.51 15 81.0 66. Scioto Ji.9.75 59 46.l 
23. Montgomery 89. 75 6 90.1 67. Ashlalld li-8.45 65 4o.l 
24. Prebl.1- 88.93 4o 63.1 68. Morrov Ji.7.45 63 41.l 
25. Hardin 88.47 24 72.6 69. Brown 46.68 66 39.9 
26. Wyandot 87.12 18 79.7 70. Morgan 46.51 80 ,30.0 
27. Clark 86.76 17 79.8 71. Jackson 44.38 69 36.9 
28. Marion 86.4o 23 72.7 72. Perry 43.96 74 34.l 
29. Mehoning 86.27 14. 82.3 73. awia 42.34 82 28.9 
30. Shelby 85.88 42 6l.l 74. Holmes 42.00 87 24.3 
31. Delaware 83.96 35 67.5 75. W&Jllle !i.1.85 84 28.0 
32. Lorain 83.67 26 71.0 76. Jefferson 41.Ji.5 62 42.5 
33. Pickaway 82.65 25 72.3 77. Lawrence 4o.l8 81 29.7 
34. Rfllllilton 81.09 7 89.4 78. Belmont 38.36 70 36.8 
35. Greene 80.70 41 61.6 79. Knox 38.03 72 34.4 
36. Huron 79.58 28 70.2 80. Coshocton 37.26 86 24.9 
37. Mercer 79.35 43 59.7 81. Hocking 37.21 76 33.2 
38. Van Wert 17.18 33 68.6 82. Monroe 36.73 88 23.2 
39, TrW!lbull 76.82 36 67.3 83. Muskingum 36.o6 78 32.2 
4o. Warren 76.75 31 69.6 84. Noble 35.68 79 30.1 
41. W.J.llams 75.81 5Q. 50.3 85. AtheDS 35.2Ji. 75 33.4 
42. Crawford 75.37 37 65.6 86. Guernsey ,34.54 85 26.5 
43. De:f iance 75.20 39 64.l 87. Wasbington 32.22 83 28.7 lfll.. Clermont 74.52 38 64.4 88. Meigs 3i.51 73 34.4 
